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q CURRENT TOPICS. 

sane tATe Sir Arnotp Wurtz, whose death we briefly 

bed last weekr, filled a position in the profession which, so 
&s concerns the social status of his clients, was unique. In 

#matters touching the property of the Queen and many other 

embers of the Royal Family he had been a trusted adviser and 

end for a period of nearly thirty years. Litigation was not 
province, and his name was scarcely known to the outside 


68 |@ protection which extends to any payment 
677 |rupt to any of his creditors, 





waa gh but he had in a pre-eminent degree the qualities which 
tted him to be a family solicitor, and which enabled him 
to fill that character under circumstances of speci ibility. 
The Queen shewed her appreciation of services he had 
rendered when she bestowed on him the honour of knighthood . 
in 1887. In addition to his ordinary practice he was chairman 
of the Law Fire Insurance Society and a director of the Law 
Life Assurance Society. Quiet and courteous in manner, ho 
displayed these qualities equally in his professional and his 
private life. Some twelve mon ago he was com by ill- 
ness to give up active attention to business, and then he 
had spent his time almost entirely at his residence at Streatham. 
Recently an operation was performed with a view to,prolonging 
his life, but the strain upon his strength was too great, and it 
resulted in his death. 





In some senses the equation ‘Term of years + life estate in 
remainder expectant thereon = life estate in possession’ may 
be true. It is no doubt actuarially true. But it may be 
doubted whether it is true within the meaning of section 23 of 
the Settled Estates Act, 1877, so that any number of successive 
estates or interests may be added together to make up an 
estate for life in possession, although in Re Dysart (ante, p. 
702) this construction was, on the authority of the Irish case of 
Ex parte Puxley, adopted, If similar reasoning were applied 
to the Settled Land Act, 1882, the trustees the tenant for 
life in remainder in such a case could join together to make up 
a tenant for life. No such suggestion, however, was made in 
Re Strangways (34 Ch. D. 423), where the limitations were 
similar, and it would not be safe for anyone to accept a title 
on, the assumption that such suggestion, if made, would have 
been adopted either by Ourrry, J., or the Court of Appeal who 
affirmed him. 





Ir wovtp bE curtous if a payment by a bankrupt which, 
being made before the date of the bankruptcy petition, would 
be a fraudulent preference, and therefore void as against the 
trustee, should be valid when made after the presentation of the 
petition and before the date of the receiving order, and in 
Ex parte Palmer, Re Badham (ante, p. 720) Vaveuan Wit- 
Lams, J., declined to give this effect to sections 48 and 49 of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. Section 48 defines what shall be a 
fraudulent preference. Where (inter rey a sae is made 
by @ person unable to pay his debts as the me due from 
his own money in favour of a creditor, with a view of givin 
that creditor a preference over other creditors, such payment, if 
the debtor is adjudged bankrupt on a petition presented within 
three months after the date of payment, is to be deemed 
fraudulent and void as against the trustee in ee. In 
the present case the petition was presented on the 5th of August, 
1892; the payments complained of were made on the 13th of 
August and the 5th of September; and the receiving order was 
made subsequently. Hence the petition was not presented 
within three months after the payments, and the payments, 
though in fact made with a view of preferring the credi- 
tors, were not fraudulent and void within the words of the 
section. Still, as the title of the trustee related back to 
the petition, they were made out of his money, and so could 
not be suppo: agdinst him. To overcome this difficulty 
the creditors relied on the protection given by section 49, 
y the bank- 
Provided the 

i t 
This 


provided the 
place before the date of the receiving order, 
eo has no notice of an available act of bankruptcy. 
iffers from the corresponding B vigene > of the Act, 
1869 (section 95), in images e requirement that the payment 
must be made by the pt ‘in good faith,” taken 
literally it does appear to render unimpeachable such payments 
as those in the present case. But Vavanan Witriams, J., in- 
woleees the ater Sa to secure pieates ee 
ent must not be contrary policy ankr 
iva and he held that this requirement waht 
may be suggested, however, that the real question was as to the 
construction of the Act of 1883, and that this depends on the 
43 
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language of the Act and not on any general notion of the policy 
of the whole series of Bankruptcy Acts. The effect of the de- 
cision, of course, is simply to include within section 48 a case to 
which that section should have been expressly extended. 





Mr. Justice Norru, in Haynes v. King, recently dealt with a 
question of considerable importance to the tenants of houses on 
building estates—viz., the power of the landlord to prevent the 
tenant from acquiring a right to light under the Prescription 
Act. It will be remembered that section 3 of that Act, which 
confers an ‘‘ absolute and indefeasible right” to the access and 
use of light to and for any dwelling-house, where it has been 
actually enjoyed therewith for twenty years without interruption, 
adds the qualification, ‘‘ unless it shall appear that the same was 
enjoyed by some consent or agreement expressly made or given 
for that purpose by deed or writing.” In the case to which we 
refer the plaintiffs were lessees, under leases dated the 17th of 
February, 1870, from the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, for a 
term of sixty years, of some houses on the south side of a street 
in London, which formed part of an estate belonging to the 
commissioners. The houses were granted in such a way as to 
pass an unqualified right to light, but for the following declara- 
tion which was added, namely, that, ‘‘ notwithstanding anything 
herein contained, the lessors shall have power, without obtaining 
any consent from, or making any compensation to, the lessee, to 
deal as they may think fit with any of the premises adjoining 
or contiguous to the hereditaments hereby demised, and to erect 
or suffer to be erected on such adjoining or contiguous premises 
any buildings whatsoever, whether such buildings shall or shall 
not affect or diminish the light or air which may now, or at any 
time during the term hereby granted, be enjoyed by the lessee, 
or the tenants or occupiers of the hereditaments hereby demised.” 
In July, 1892, an agreement was entered into between the 
commissioners and the defendant, by which, in consideration of 
his pulling down some old houses on the north side of the street, 
which were opposite to the plaintiffs’ houses, and building new 
houses, in accordance with plans to be approved by the com- 
missioners, the commissioners agreed to grant him a lease of 
the sites of the old houses and of the new buildings to be 
erected thereon. In pursuance of this agreement the defendant 
had pulled down the old houses, and was, with the approval of 
the commissioners, erecting on the sites new houses, which were 
already much higher than the old ones, and which, it was 
admitted, would obstruct the light which the plaintiffs had enjoyed 
for more than twenty years. The plaintiffs claimed an injunction 
to restrain the defendant from doing this. The defendant relied 
upon the above clause in the plaintiffs’ leases as entitling him to 
do, with the consent of the commissioners, what he was doing. 
It was contended on behalf of the plaintiffs that the effect 
of the clause was only to enable the commissioners to derogate 
from their own grant, if they chose, within twenty years of the 
date of the defendant’s leases, to build, or to suffer building, so 
as to obstruct the plaintiffs’ light, but that it did not affect the 
plaintiffs’ right by prescription under the statute. Reliance was 

on the decision of the Court of Appeal in Mitchell v. 
Cantrill (37 Ch. D. 56). In that case a lease had been granted 
of a house “ with all yy and appurtenances, legal, used, or 
— except rights, if any, restricting the free use of any 

joining land, or the conversion or appropriation at any time 
thereafter of such land for building or other purposes, obstruc- 
tive or otherwise.” The Court of Appeal held that this reserva- 
tion did not affect the lessee’s statutory right to light, acquired 
under the Act by twenty years’ enjoyment. But Lord Justice 
Corron in the course of his judgment (at p. 60) said: “If you 
had an express proviso in the contract between the parties that, 
notwithstanding the grant to the plaintiff, the landlord should 
be at liberty to build so as to interfere with this right, that 
would be another point.” Mr. Justice Norrn was of opinion 
that the above clause in the leases of the plaintiffs in Haynes v. 
King was precisely that which was contemplated by Lord Jus- 
tice Corrox in the words just quoted, and that it had the effect 
of ing the plaintiffs’ statutory right, and authorizing the 
defendant's building, he having obtained the consent of the 
commissioners. The learned judge was further of opinion that 
the defendant’s premises were “contiguous” to those of the 


plaintiffs, (1) because that word was not used in its strict and ag: 
curate sense, but as meaning “‘near”; and (2) that, even if th 
word were used strictly, the leases comprised the land usque gf” 
medium filum vie, and the defendant’s premises were thus really ” 
in contact with those of the plaintiffs. And his lordship hej” 
that, having regard to the language of the clause—the defenj. 
ant being a person whom the commissioners had “ suffered ” (9 
build as he was doing—the defendant was an “assign” qq. 
titled to the benefit of the agreement between the commissioner 
and the plaintifis. The injunction was accordingly refused. 





A CORRESPONDENT, whose letter we print elsewhere, calls atten. 
tion to the fact that, in the part of the judgment in Wallis x, 
Hands (41 W. R. 471; 1893, 2 Ch., at p. 85) dealing with the 
necessity of actual entry by a lessee in order to maintain ag 
action on the covenant for quiet enjoyment, no reference is mads 
to the decision in Zudwell v. Newman (6 T. R. 458). ‘* Altho 
the authorities,” said Currry, J., ‘‘have been searched 
counsel, none can be produced to shew that a person having § 
mere interesse termini can maintain an action on a covenant for 
quiet enjoyment.” To constitute a breach of such a covenant 
he considered that there must be actual possession by the cove 
nantee, and a disturbance of that possession. The earliest cage 
on the subject seems to be Holder v. Taylor (Hob. 12), where 
the plaintiff, having brought an action for breach of the covenant 
implied by the word ‘‘demise” in a lease, proved a prior lease 
to a stranger and possession by him. It was objected that he 
had shewn no actual entry and subsequent expulsion, but 
the court held that the word ‘‘ demise” implied a power of 
letting, and hence there was a breach of the implied covenant 
treated as a covenant for title. “ But,” it was added, “‘if if 
were an express covenant for quiet enjoying, there, perhaps, 
it were pr se This suggestion, however, was not 
acted upon in the subsequent case of Cloake v. Hooper (Freem, 
122). There the defendant had covenanted for the quiet enjoy- 
ment of certain lands, and the plaintiff alleged in his, declaration” 
that the lands were part of the Duchy of Cornwall, and belonged 
to the king, and that he by letters patent had conveyed them to 
J.S. The defendant demurred because the plaintiff did not” 
allege an entry, and so could not be disturbed, but the court 
held otherwise. ‘The declaration is good enough, for havi 
set forth a title in the patentee of the king, the plaintiff s 
not be enforced to enter, and subject himself to an action bya 
tortious act.’”” Then there is the case of Ludwell v. Newman, 
quoted by our correspondent. It was an action of covenant om 


to the plaintiff containing an express covenant for quiet enjoy- 
ment. The plaintiff had never been in possession or received 
the rents. He sought to recover in ejectment against the actual 
tenant, but the latter successfully set up a prior lease granted to 
him by the defendant. The court thought it very clear that 
there had been a breach of the covenant, saying that the “cove 
nant for quiet enjoyment meant a legal entry and enjoyment 
without the permission of any other person.” 





Ix America, where the covenant of warranty seems to be 
poy equivalent to a covenant for quiet enjoyment, ther 


ave been numerous cases on the subject which will be fount | 


collected in Rawle on Covenants for Title, 5th ed., pp. 179 ef a 
At first the requirement of actual possession seems to have beet ~ 
strictly enforced, but, subsequently, inability on the part of the” 
covenantee to obtain possession was treated as a constructiv® 
entry and eviclion, and the rule as finally established is that 
stated (p. 182): “‘Where, at the time of the conveyance, the 
grantee finds the premises in the possession of one claiming” 
under a paramount title, the covenant of quiet enjoyment or 


warranty will be held to be broken, without any other act @ | 


the either of the tee or the claimant ; for the latter | 
can sae more renter Ry assertion of his title, and as to te 
former the law will compel no one to commit a trespass in Orde” 
to establish a lawful right in another action.” The soundne®” 
of this reasoning depends on whether the covenantee has aay” 
| other remedy, and where he is a lessee he clearly has. He may, 
as pointed out by Currry, J., bring an action on the lesse® 
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implied agreement to put him into ion (Coe v. Clay, 5 
Bing. 440); or, asin Holder v. Taylor (supra), he may succeed 
on the implied covenant for title. There is no necessity, there- 
fore, in practice to let him succeed also on the covenant for 
quiet enjoyment. But it seems clear that there is more to be 
gaid on the subject than is suggested by the report of Wallis v. 
Hands. In Hawkes vy. Orton (5 A. & E. 366) the plaintiff set 
forth an actual 7 and expulsion, when he could do no more 
than prove a refusal by the lessor to give up possession, The 
court decided against him on the ground that the breach was 
not truly stated, but it seems to have been thought that the 
refusal to give possession might have been so averred as to 
amount to a breach of the covenant. 





In ovr Note on Re Norman last week (ante, p. 711), in the 
seventeenth line from the end, the date ‘‘1891” should read 
« 1899.’ The reasoning of the Court of Appeal, so we intended 
to point out, seems to shew that the “ prescribed” forms cannot 
apply to any deed of arrangement which does not bear date in 
a year the first three figures of which are “ 189.” 








MORTGAGES OF COPYHOLDS, 
II. 

FURTHER CHARGES. 
Tue form of a further charge necessarily depends upon the form 
of the mortgage. If the mortgage is equitable, as for example 
where it is made by covenant to surrender only, no special form 
of words is necessary. If formality is desired, the further charge 
may be made by deed supplemental to or reciting the prior 
covenant to surrender, and containing covenants for payment of 
principal and interest on a fixed day, generally the next day for 
payment of interest under the original mortgage, and a declaration 
that the hereditaments comprised in the original mortgage shall 
stand charged with the further advance and interest exactly as in 
the case of freeholds, “and that any surrender made pursuant 
to the covenant contained in the said indenture of nae shall 
be made subject to a condition for making the same void on pay- 
ment of both the said sums of £—— and £——, making an 
aggregate principal sum of £——, with interest thereon at the 
rate aforesaid on the day of ———.” 

If a surrender has been made, the form of a further charge depends 
upon whether the mortgagee has or has not been admitted. In 
the former case he has acquired the customary legal estate, and all 
that is necessary is to vary the right of redemption. This is 
effected exactly in the same manner as if the mortgaged property 
was of freehold tenure: the mortgagor by deed covenants for 

yment of the new advance with interest, and for payment of 
interest after default, and “as beneficial owner” ch the pro- 
perty with the payment of the new advance according to thecovenant. 
t is not necessary to make any entry on the court rolls; the 
admittance was subject “ to the rights of all persons interested in the 
equity of redemption,” a provision which is sufficient to inform all 
persons or the legal estate from the mortgagee that the land is 
in mortgage, but it does not state what the rights of those persons 
are, which must be proved aliunde. A purchaser of the equity of 
redemption from the mortgagor will have to inquire from the 
mortgagee what is due to him, and as the result of his inquiry will 
receive notice of the further charge. 

_ On the other hand, where the mort, has not been admitted, 
it is the practice to have not only a deed containing covenants for 

yment of the new advance with interest, and for payment of 
interest after default and a charge for the amount of the new advance, 
but also a new surrender conditioned to be void on payment of the 
new advance, or, if the mortgagee has not notice of any subsequent 
incumbrance, and no subsequent surrender is entered on the rolls, 
free from the old conditional surrender, and conditioned to be void 
on payment of the aggregate debt. It may perhaps be doubted 
whether the new conditional surrender is absolutely necessary, as it 
will be observed that if the mortgagee be admitted he takes 
“subject to the rights of all persons interested in the equity of 





the original debt and the further advance with interest, so that it 
would appear that the mere further charge by deed without any 
new surrender would be sufficient; or again, it may be said 
that no surrender can be required merely for the purpose of 
changing the equities affecting the legal estate. Possibly this 
view may be correct, but we cannot advise our readers to act upon 
it, as they must remember that it is extremely dangerous to co 
from the recognized practice of conveyancers. “ Nihil simul in- 
ventum est et perfectum, and Swpe viatorem nova non vetus orbita 
fallit : and therefore new inventions in assurances are dangerous ” 
(Co. Lit. 877b.) 
TRANSFERS. 

Though the variety of transactions which involve the transfer 
of a mortgage are very numerous, the circumstances which pro- 
duce a marked difference in the form of the transfer fall under three 
classes : (1) the mortgagor may not be a party to the transfer, 
(2) he may be a party having incumbered the equity of redemp- 
tion, or (3) he may be a party not having lsomaiaieh, 

In all three cases the mortgage debt will be assigned, but the 
reason for assigning it in the first case is different from that in the 
second and third cases. In the first the object of assigning it is 
to enable the assignee to bring an action on the covenants for 
payment. contained in the original mo and therefore in 
cases not falling within the provision of the Judicature Act, 1873, a 
power of attorney enabling the transferee to sue in the name of 
the mortgagee is inserted. In the second and third cases the only 
object of assigning the debt is to give to the transferee the same 
priority as that of the original mo: He is not intended to 
sue on the covenants contained in the original mortgage, as new 
covenants by the mortgagor with him are contained in the transfer, 
and therefore a power of attorney is wholly un , 

In the first two cases the conveyance of the land (if freehold or 
leasehold) is made by the mortgagee alone, though in the second 
case he is stated to convey “at the a. ” or “with the con- 
currence’ of the mortgagor, and in each case it is conveyed to the 
transferee subject to the existing equity of redemption on pe: 
ment to him. The reasons for taking the conveyances in these 
forms are obvious : in the first case, where the mortgagor is not a 
party, the mortgagee alone cannot alter the equity of redemption 
save by substituting the transferee for hi as the person to 
whom the mortgage money is to be paid ; and in the second case, 
owing to the mortgagor having incumbered his equity of redemp- 
tion, it would be useless to take a conveyance from him, as doing 
so might give priority to the aang incumbrances, and therefore 
the conveyance is taken from the mortgagee alone, so that it 
necessarily takes the same form as if the mortgagor were not a 
party, save as to his assent. : 

In the third case, where the transferee has no notice of any 
incumbrances on the equity of redemption, the conveyance is 
made by both mortgagor and mortgagee free from the old, and 
subject to a new, equity of redemption in favour of the trans- 
feree. 

The only difference in the forms of the transfers in the several 
cases where the subject-matter of the mortgage is land of 
copyhold tenure depends upon the difference between the manner 
of transferring congue og Bow anigh and sag ey in - _ 
of a mortgage of copyho ers it necessary to employ two 
instruments, a deed for the purpose of transferring the debt, and 
another instrument dealing in the customary manner with the 
legal estate. ? 

In the first and second cases, where the legal estate is to be 
derived from the mortgagee alone, it will be necessary for him to 
be admitted, —s he ya to the use of the ge saya “subject 
to such equity of redemption as is subsisting in the premises 
virtue of | the aforesaid conditional surrender of the —— day of 
—.” In this the word “ aforesaid ” has reference to the 
factehat the prior conditional surrender is already enrolled on the 
court rolls, In thedeed by which the debt is tran the mort- 
gagee covenants with the transferee to be admitted and to sur- 
render to the use of the transferee, and declares himself a trustee 
for him till surrender, and appoints him his attorney to 
surrender. It should be noticed that where the transfer of 
kegel etale ts sande te Shee See te 
admittance a legal estate which ousts any legal estate acquired 
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an admittance taken on any surrender made subsequently to tke 
surrender to the use of the mortgagee. 

In the third case, where the mortgagor has not incumbered the 
equity of redemption, all that is necessary is to vacate the old 
conditional surrender and to take a new conditional surrender 
from the mortgagor. 

It sometimes happens that the mortgagee is dead ; in this case 
the form of the transfer depends upon whether he has been 
admitted or not. In any case the debt must be transferred by his 
personal representatives. If he has not been admitted, and the 
mortgagor is not a party, or is a party and has incumbered-the 
equity of redemption, so that the legal estate must be obtained 
from the persons claiming under the mortgagee, there are two 
cases: First, if the mortgagee died before 1882 the right to be 
admitted vested in his heir; secondly, if the mortgagee 
died after 1881 the right to be admitted vested in his personal 
representatives. So that in the one case his heir, and in the other 
case his personal representatives, must be admitted and surrender 
to the use of the transferee subject to the equity of redemption 
existing under the conditional surrender to the use of the mort- 
gagee. If the mortgagee has been admitted, the right to be 
admitted vests on his death in his customary heir (Copyhold Act, 
1887, 8. 45), though in cases where he died after 1881 and before 
the 16th of September, 1887. there may perhaps be some doubt 
whether the right vested in his personal representatives or his heir 
(Re Mills’ Trusts, 37 Ch. D. 312, deciding that it vests in his 
customary heir ; s.c., on appeal, 40 Ch. D. 14, where the point is 
left doubtful). In either case the person who has to be admitted 
will covenant with the transferee to be admitted and to surrender, 
and will declare a trust of the premises till surrender for the 
transferee, and will appoint him his attorney to make the admit- 
tance and surrender. 

If the mortgagee has not been admitted, and the mortgagor is a 
party and has not incumbered the equity of redemption, the 
existing conditional surrender will be vacated, and the mortgagor 
will make a new conditional surrender to the use of the trans- 
feree. He will covenant to make such surrender, will declare a 
trust of the premises subject to redemption for the transferee till 
the surrender is made, and will appoint him his attorney to make 
the surrender. 

Mr. Davidson suggests (2 Dav. Prec., Part 2, 4th ed., p. 793) 
that “the necessity for the admittance of the mortgagee is commonly 
avoided by the transferee being satisfied with the covenant of the 
mortgagee or mortgagor to surrender, of which the transferee can 
take advantaze to perfect his legal title if required, while the legal 
priority of the mortgage is kept up by means of the original 
surrender.” It must, however, be pointed out that, in either of 
the cases in which the legal estate has to be derived from the 
mortgagee, a surrender by the mortgagor will be useless, and that if 
the transferee relies on the covenant of the mortgagee he is trusting 
to his honour only ; and that, in those cases where the legal estate 
can safely be taken from the mortgagor, the proper course, as men- 
tioned above, is to vacate the original, and to take a new con- 
ditional surrender. 

If the mortgage is made by covenant to surrender only, all 
that is necessary for the purpose of passing the legal estate on a 
transfer of the mortgage is for the mortgagee to convey to the 
transferee his equitable interest in the land, which carries with it 
the right to require the mortgagor to make a surrender : King v. 
Lord of the Manor of Hendon (2 T. R. 484). It need hardly be 
added that in a case of this nature a pradent transferee will take 
steps to have the surrender made immediately. 


tECONVEYANCES. 


the transferee will, probably, have been admitted, and he mg 
surrender to the use of the mortgagor. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
COVENANTS FOR QUIET ENJOYMENT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,— I do not know if the. following point has been dealt with by 
yourself or any of your correspondents :— 

In the case of Wallis v. Hands, reported in the June number of fig” 
Law Reports (1893, 2 Ch. 75), it is stated in the headnote that g 
person having only an interesse termini cannot maintain an action (qj 
a covenant for quiet enjoyment. The Court of King’s Bench in Zug 
well v. Newman (6 T. R. 458, 3 Rev. Rep. 231) arrived at a different” 
conclusion, and it seems pretty clear that had Ludwell v. Newmag” 
been cited Mr. Justice Chitty would have been prepared to follow® 
(see p. 85 of the report). 

Although Wallis v. Hands seems to have been decided on thy 
ground above mentioned, it appears from the statement of facts iq ~ 
t .e report that the lease to the plaintiff contained no express covenant 
to that effect. But this, I take it, would not have affected the plain” 
tiff’s right to succeed if the lease contained the word ‘‘ demise” or 
any equivalent "9 Ere Mostyn v. West Mostyn Coal and Iron Oj, 
(Limited) (1 C. P. D. 145), following Line v. Stephenson and Hart ¥” 
Windsor. LINCOLN’S-INN JUNIOR, 

Lincoln’s-inn, Aug. 19. 


[See observations under ‘‘ Current Topics.”—Eb. S. J.] 




















COVENANT TO REPAIR. 
{To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—Will you or one of your correspondents kindly inform me ifs 
covenant by a tenant “‘ to keep the inside of a house in repair” would — 
extend to repairing inside walls, ceilings, and floors destroyed by fire? 
Aug. 22. SUBSCRIBER, ~ 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Before the Vacation Judge. 
Re GOLDSBOROUGH, MORT, & CO. (LIM.)—23rd August. 


Company—Winpinc up—Reconsrruction Scuzeme—Strame Dury—Jomts 
Srock Companies ARRANGEMENT Act, 1870, 8. 2. 


This was a petition for the sanction of the court to a scheme of ar 
ment under the Joint-Stock Companies Arrangement Act, 1870. § 
company was an Australian company incorporated under the law @ 
Victoria. The official receiver, who was the petitioner, did not say any 
thing upon the merits of the scheme. There were no dissentient creditors, 
A meeting of creditors and contributories had been held approving the © 
scheme on the 9th of August, and there wasno suggestion that the ac! 
of the majority at the meeting approving the scheme was dishonest. 2” 
question was raised on behalf of certain creditors as to who was to pay tlie © 
stamp duty upon the eccurities issued by the new company in lieu of the — 
debentures of the old company. The question was stated to be whether 
the bank or the creditors should bear the duty, which was very heavy — 
the case of securities to bearer. The question of stamp duty, it wa” 
further stated, would involve no alteration of the scheme, and was merely 
machinery in carrying it out. Pe 

Wnauicut, J., sanctioned the scheme, and said that the question ‘ 
stamp duty would be attended to by the petitioners.—CounszL, Howat ~ 
Wright ; Marten, Q.0., and A. C. Clauson; J. EZ. C. Munro. Bottcrromy 
Freshfields § Williams ; Linklater § Co. ; Burn § Berridge. : 
[Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxs, Barrister-at-Law.) 


PEPPER v. ROBINSON—23rd August. : 
InsuNcTION—BALANce or ConVENIENCE—SportTinG RIGHTS APPURTENANT 10 


—- 


Lanp—Svspivision or Riou. Ex 


This was a motion by the plaintiffs that the defendants, their agents and 
servants, might be i Rew from entering upon Stanbury Moor, in the 












If the mortgage was made by covenant to surrender only and no 
surrender was made, no formal reconveyance is necessary, it suffices , 
to endorse a receipt on the covenant to surrender. If @ surrender | 


is made, but no admittance is taken, the mortgagee gives an trespassing on the moor, or any part 


authority to the steward to enter up satisfaction on the court 


mortgage money has been paid and that the surrender is vacated. 
If the mortgagee bas been admitted, he must surrender to the use 


thereon, and from bringing dogs or guns thereon, and from otherwist © 


‘ : ; t 1,000 f uninclosed h wad 
rolls, and this entry, when made, is sufficient evidence that the pp oo Seer, 8 ais andine diene ur aaa 
situate within the hamlet by virtue of the provisions of a deed dated in 


present owners of the said freehold lands in Stanbury in undivided 





parish of Bradford, in the city of York, or any part thereof, for the purpom® ee 
of shooting thereon, and from shooting or exercising ‘shooting Es 







thereof. The case alleged by 
plaintiffs was that there was situate in the ‘hamlet of Stanbury a tract of 







459 





grouse moor, and was vested in certain owners of freehold prope 





1631. The freehold in the moorland, it was stated, was vested in t 









the mortgagor who will have to be admitted. If a transfer 
(except in the case of a mere equitable mortgage) has been mide, 


as tenants in common, claiming 
referred to in the deed of 1631, and the righte of sporting and shoot 


under the enfranchised copyhe 
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on the moorland were vested in the owners of the freehold 
or the greater part of them. It ap there were -one 
freeholders entitled to exerciée shooting rights on the moor. One of the 
frecholders had assigned an undivided third of a farm to which the shooting 
hts were appurtenant to the defendants. The plaintiffs were, as they 
Teed lessees of twenty-nine of the thirty-one freeholds, and they also 
daimed under an agreement from the freeholder who had conveyed to the 
defendants, and said that such agreement was binding on the defendants. 
It was contended on behalf of the plaintiffs that the balance of convenience 
was in favour of granting the injunction. The defendants could be com- 
ated by damages, and if they were allowed to continue the alleged 
they would injure the shooting. 
iene, J., said that in a case of this sort he should have more than a 
mere suggestion. He thought the plaintiffs had entirely failed to give any 
real reason to shew that they had ang Dees contract with the free- 
holder under whom the defendants claimed, or that if they had the 
defendants knew of it. The motion would stand over till the trial of the 
His lordship aleo remarked on the length of the affidavits, saying 
that in the Chancery Division they went to a greater length than in the 
’s Bench Divirion.—Covunse., Martin, Q.C., and Butcher; Oswald, 
@.0., and Gatey. Soxicrrors, Ullathorne, Currey, § Villiers, for W. ¢ G. 
Burr & Co, Keighley; Hamlin, Grammer, § Hamlin, for John Ellis, 


Keighley. 


[Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law.] 


(HELSEA ELECTRICITY SUPPLY CO. (LIM.) v. LONDON ELECTRIC 
SUPPLY CORPORATION (LIM )—23rd August. 


GOonrnact BY Execrric Licutinc Company—Utrra Virnes—Powers m- 
PosEp sy Srarvre. 


This was a motion by the plaintiffs (the Chelsea, &c., Co.) to restrain 
the defendants from Jaying any distributing main or mains for the supply 
of electric light within the area described in Schedule A. of the Chelsea 
Electric Lighting Order, 1886, except as provided by an agreement 
between the plaintiffs and defendants dated July 9, 1889. The plaintiffs 
were incorporated in 1884 for supplying electric light in Chelsea, and the 
defendants had obtained an Act for supplying electricity also within the 
parish of Chelsea. The agreement of July 9, after reciting that the 
defendant (the London) company were applying for a provisional order, 
provided (clause 2) as follows:—‘‘The London Co. further undertake 
that they will not, without the consent of the Chelsea Co., for a period of 
seven years from the date of confirmation of the order, voluntarily supply 
electricity within the area described in Schedule A. of the Act of the 
Chelsea Co., and that they will not take any direct action to cause them- 
selves to be required to supply electricity within such area, or to 
hinder the Chelsea Co. from supplying within such area, or to compete 
voluntarily with the Chelsea Co. within such area.”” The provisional order 
provided that the area of supply should be the whole of the area included 
in the schedale to the order, and that, — to the provisions of the 
order and the principal Act, the undertakers might supply electricity within 
the area of supply. Section 11 of the Electric Ligh Act, 1882, pro- 
vides that ‘‘any local authority who have obtained a licence, order, or 
special Act for the supply of electricity may contract with any eompany 
or person for the execution and maintenance of any works needed for the 
purpores of such supply, or for the supply of electricity within any area 
mentioned in such licence, order, or special Act, or in any part of such 
area; but no local authority, company, or person shall by any contract or 
assignment transfer to any other company or person or divest themselves 
of any legal powers given to them, or any Jegal liabilities im on 
them, by this Act, or by any licence, order, or special Act, without the 
consent of the Board of Trade.’’ The question was whether the defendant 
company could ‘‘divest’’ themselves of their powers, and whether the 
agreement was valid. 

Wnricur, J., made an order for an injunction until the trial or further 
order in terms of the notice of motion. He did not think that the agree- 
ment was void as being contrary to the Act. The meaning of the Act was 
that the company should not divest themselves of any legal powers in the 
execution of their duty, and this they were not doing. There was a point 
that the agreement was invalid on the ground that it compromised criminal 

ings, but that was not a question to be ed on motion.— 
wNsEL, Marten, Q.C.. and Bryan Farrer; Alexander, Q.C., and Bu'cher. 
Souscrrons, Renshaw, Kekewich, § Smith ; Deacon, Gibson, ¢ Medcaif. 
| Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law. } 


MORTON, ROSE, & CO. ». BARBADOES WATER SUPPLY 00.—23rd 
August. 
Company — Deventrure-Hotper’s Action — Recetven—Fonrsicn Unpsr- 
TAKING—APPOINTMENT OF AGBNT. 
A receiver and manager had been appointed in respect of the property 
and undertaking of a company in an action by debenture-holders to 
enforce their security. The principal assets of the company of a 


waterworks unde g, with plant and machinery, in Barbadoes, and an 
annual subsidy payable by the local Legislature. On the application ex 
parte of the plain in the action, 

Wnicut, J., now made an order authorizing the receiver to appoint 


the chief engineer of the company’s works to be his attorney, to take 
and hold oa of the property in Barbadoes for the benefit of the 
debenture-holders, and to prosecute and defend necessary proceed- 
. The order was made subject to the question of the security already 
given by the receiver being sufficient to cover the receipts by his attorney. 

—Oounsut, Waggett. Soxrcrrons, Bompas ¢ Co. 
{Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxs, Barrister-at-Law.] 








CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 


House of Lords. 


THE BALKIS CONSOLIDATED CO. (LIMITED) ». TOMKINSON AND 
ANOTHER—18th July. 


Company—Transrer or SHarnes—Crrtivicate—Estorret—Saue ny Trans- 
FEREE — Representation ConTarxep IN Cxgrriricaizs — Measure or 
Damaags. 


This was an — from an order of the Court of Appeal dated June, 
1891, affirming Pollock, B. (89 W. R. 693). Tae action was brought by 
the respondents to recover in respect of the refusal by the 
appellant company to register the purchasers from tbe respondents of 
some shares in the appellant company. Pollock, B., who tried the action, 
gave judgment for the plaintiff for £717 10s. The ts, who are 
stockbrokers, in December, 1888, advanced to Powter £250 by way of loan, 
in exchange for a tran:fer of 1,000 shares in the ap it company, which 
Powter deposited with the respondents as security for such advance. 
transfer bore upon its face, above the signature of the of the 
company, the words, ‘“‘ certificate lodged.” The loan was off in 
January, 1889, and further loans were afterwards made on the recurity of 
this certified transfer. In May, 1889, the respondent Tomkioson, with 
the knowledge and sanction of er, inserted his own name (as repre- 
senting his firm) in the transfer as transferee of the shares, and, having 
executed the transfer, lodged it at the office of the appellant company fur 
registration. On July 1, 1889, the appellant company, on the application 
of the respondents, issued to them a certificate si by two of the 
directors, countersigned by the secretary, and sealed with the seal of the 
company, certifying that the respondent Tomkinson was the proprietor 
and duly registered owner of the 1,000 shares. In August, 1889, the 
balance due from Powter to the dents was £193 14s. 6d., for which 
they held the 1,000 erhares ote ay Be then pm a 
realize for the purpose of p+ying respondents, according|y, 
in that month sold the 1,000 shares to various purchasers for the sum of 
£426 17s. 6d , and, for the purpose of completing such sales the respondents 
lodged with the appellants the certificate which had been issued in respect of 
the shares, together with transfers in favour of the respective p' 
thereof, in order that they might be certified. This was done, and the 
transfers, with the certification signed by the secretary of the appellant 
company upon them, were returned to the respondents and handed by 
them to the various purchasers, who thereupon paid their purchase-money. 
Out of the £426 17s. 6d. thus received by the respondents they repaid 
themselves the balance of £193 14s. 6d., and, after paying to Powter & 
sum of £110, they retained the balance of £123 33., Powter indebted 
to them to an amount largely in excess of that sum. The a) t com- 
pany refused to recognize the certified transfers or te the pur- 
chasers named therein as the holders of the shares. dents 
were consequently compelled, in accordance with the rules of the Stock 
Exchange, to complete their contracts with the purchasers by purc 
and delivering to them 1,000 other shares in the appellant company in the 
place of those named in the transfers, and had to pay £717 10s. for such 
substituted shares. From the evidence it appeared that in December, 
1887, Powter was the registered proprietor of a large number of shares ia 
the appellant company. In March, 1888, the appellant com 
fied a transfer of 5,000 of these shares (of which the 1,000 wh 
arported to transfer to the respondents formed 

our. A note of this was indorsed by the appellant ee on the 
certificate of Powter's shares which was in their possession. In 
1889, the com registered Balfour aud Maitland as — of the 
5,000 shares, and gave them the usual certificate, under 
circumstances they refused to recognize Tomkin-on 
and to register his transferees. The Court of A 
pany were estopped from denying -the 
the court of first instance as above stated. 

Tux Hovss or Lorps (Lord Herscuz.t, C., and Lords Macwac 
Frs.p) affirmed the decision. 

Lord Hexscugtt, OC , after stating the fact», continued :—It was con 
tended for the respondents that the certificate which the tay mag 
Tomkinson received from the appellant company was given to for 
the p of being used by him as evidence of his title to 
that on the faith of this he entered into contracts of sale which he was 
bound to fulfil; that the on these 
stances, estopped from deny 
and that, having refused to from 
him on the ground that he was not the proprietor of them, they were 
liable to make he sustained in I 
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denying its truth, and were liable to 
Blackburn, J., in the course of his 
stock companies were established 
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should be capable of being easily transferred; that the Legislature had 
accordingly provided for the keeping of a register of the members, in order 
to keep which the company must alter the register whenever there was a 
transfer of its shares; and the learned judge drew attention to section 31 of 
the Companies Act, 1862, which provides that a company may give certifi- 
cates, and that these shall be primd facie evidence of the title of the person 
named to the shares specified, and pointed out that by granting the certi- 
ficate the company make a statement that they have transferred the shares 
8 ied to the person named in it, and that he is the holder of the shares ; 
t if the company have been deceived—if the statement is not true— 
they may not be guilty of negligence, but they, and no one else, have 
power to inquire intothe matter. The learned judge expressed the opinion 
that it was the intention of the Legislature that these certificates should 
be documents on which buyers might safely act, and continued thus :— 
** It is quite clear that a statement of a fact was made by the company, on 
which the company, at the very least, knew that persons wanting to pur- 
chase shares might act. And, the claimants having bond fide acted upon 
that statement, and suffered damage, can they recover from the company ? 
I think they can, on the principle enunciated in Freeman v. Cooke (2 Ex. 
664)."" The decision in The Bahia and San Francisco Railway case was fol- 
lowed under somewhat different circumstances by the Court of Exchequer 
in Hart v. Frontino and Bolivia South American Gold Mining Co. (L. R. 5 Ex. 
111). The learned counsel for the appellants impeached these decisions, 
and contended that they ought to b2 overruled. After carefully consider- 
ing the arguments urged at the bar, I have no hesitation in expressing my 
concurrence in the law laid down by the Court of Queen's Bench in the 
—— The Sn sate Francisco Railway Co. The reasoning of Blackburn, 
wn un: judgment in that case a 8 to me to be sound and in 
acunndenee’ with the law, and I think it would to-veey mischievous to cast any 
doubt on the authority of that case. The appellants argued, however, and 
correctly, that the present case is distinguishable from that in the Queen’s 
Bench, inasmuch as it is not the purchasers who are seeking to render 
the company liable by way of estoppel, but the vendor of the shares, who 
himself received the certificate from the company. Does that, in the cir- 
cumstances your lordships have to consider, make any difference? If the 
company must have known, as was said in The Bahia and San Francisco 
i case, that persons wanting to purchase shares might act upon the 
statement of fact contained in the certificate, it must equally have been 
within the contemplation of the company that a person receiving the cer- 
tificate from them might, on the faith of it, enter into a contract to sell 
the shares. The plaintiff did enter into such a contract, and thereby 
altered his position by rendering himself liable to the persons with whom 
he contracted to sell the shares. All the elements necessary to create an 
would appear, therefore, to be present. The appellants, however, 

upon the decision in Simm v. Anglo-American Telegraph Co. (28 W.R. 

290, 5 Q. B. D. 188), as shewing that one who receives from a company a 
certificate that he is the proprietor of shares therein is not in the same 
position as regards his rights by estoppel against the company asa transferee 
from him would be. In that case Burge, who was the buyer of the stock in the 
defendant company, received in pursuance of his purchase a transfer of the 
stock. The grounds for the decisivn appear to have been twofold. In the 
first , that Burge had not altered his position by reason of the statement 


in tthe certificate. In the next place, that he had himself, by producing 
to them a for, transfer, induced the company to insert the name of his 
nominee as the proprietor of the stock. Neither of these grounds apply 


in the case before your lordships. I have already shown that the plain- 
tiffs did alter their position by entering into a contract which iapenel 
liability upon them, and they did not in any way mislead the company 
into registering the plaintiff Tomkinson as a shareholder, and giving the 
certificate relied on. The ws had certified the transfer to the 
plaintiff—that is, they had stated in effect that there was in their posses- 
sion a certificate showing the title of Powter to make a transfer to them: 
they knew, and the plaintiffs did not, that they had already certified a 
transfer of these very shares from Powter to Maitland and Balfour, and 
the certificate referred to in their endorsement ‘‘ Certificate lodged,” 
om the face of it a statement showing that this was the case. 
nothing, therefore, in the circumstances under which 
obtained the certificate to deprive them of the 
by way of estoppel against the company. It remains 
hether the plaintiffs are entitled to recover as damages 
ch they have had to pay in order to purchase shares 
to carry out their contract. It is certain that this expendi- 
necestary, because, and only because, the company refused to 
purchasers. But it is said that the sum thus expended is 
nevertheless not recoverable. It was argued that in respect of the refusal 
to register a transfer from him, a shareholder can recover nominal damages 
re ra may, no doubt, be so in some cases. In my opinion it cannot 
down as a proposition applicable to all cases that a person claiming 
ve agsinst s company is limited to nominal damages only in 
the refusal to re a transferee from him. Again, it was said 

iy have a vac Nag says — om, and are not 
ev person w as older may choose to 

teansfer his shares. Tite cleo ie true, but in os patntnd cose tac aaah 
was not based on any exception taken to the proposed transferees ; it was 
grounded upon a denial of the title of the intending transferor, to whom 
& certificate of bis proprietorsLip of the shares been issued by the 
company. In such a case I can see no good reason why, if he can establish 
an se gle aw the company, he should not be entitled to recover the 
he bas in fact sustained owing to the refusal of the com- 

jae tis r. But it is contended that some deduction t to be 
from the sum of £717 10s. in respect of the amount received from 

the purchasers of the thares. I agree with the court below in seeing no 
ground for such 2 deduction. If the company had registered the pur- 
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chasers of the shares (which in assessing the damages it must be taken as 
against them they were bound to do) these moneys would equaily hays 
been received, and the £717 103. would not have been expended. I think 


the judgment appealed from ought to be affirmed, and this appeal dig. 


missed with costs. 

Lords Macnacuren and Freip concurred.—Counset, Finlay, Q.C., Bueke 
ley, QC., and Sutton; Reid, Q.O., and Hollams. Soxscrrors, Stretton, 
Hilliard, § Co. ; Hollams, Sons, § Co. 

[Reported by C. H. Grarroy, Barrister-at-Law. 


Court of Appeal. 
Re BAGOT, PATON v. ORMEROD—No. 2, 8th August. 


Witt — Consrrucriun — Errongzovs Reciran — Girt ny ImpLication— 
Resipvany Bequest—Inrestacy. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. (reported ante, p, 
456). The will of the testatrix and the facts are stated in the previous 
report. The plaintiffs and the defendants (other than the defendant, 
C. E. Ormerod) appealed. 

Tue Covrt (Linpitey, Lorgs, and A. L. Sauirn, L.JJ.) dismissed the 

a ' 
"oemaee, L.J., said that the effect of a residuary bequest was so fully 
explained in Easum v. Appleford (5 M. & Cr. 56), and Blight v. Hartnoll (31 
W. R. 535, 23 Ch. D. 218) as to render it quite unnecessary to examine the 
authorities on the point. Here there was absolutely no indication of any 
intention to cnchules the fund from the operation of the residuary bequest 
if the fund was the testatrix’s property, which in fact it was. It was 
said that to conetrue the will so as to include this fund in the residuary 
bequest would be contrary to the decisions in Circuit v. Perry (23 Beay. 
275), Harris v. Harris (I. R. 3 Eq. 610), Hawkes v. Longridge (29 L. J, 
449), Clibborn v. Clibborn (9 Ir. Jur. 381). But his lordship could not 
extract from those cases any principle of law which compelled him to hold 
that there had been an intestacy in this case. Notwithstanding those 
cases, in which sufficient effect was not given to a residuary clause, and 
which he declined to follow, his lordship was of opinion that tbe decision 
appealed from was correct, and that the appeal must be dismissed with 
costs. 

Lorzs, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect. 

A. L. Ssurn, L.J., extracted the following rule of law or principle from 
the cases:—‘‘ To prevent personal property which would otherwise fall 
into the general residue, assuming a true general residuary bequest to 
exist, there must be found in the will an expression of the testator’s 
intention not only to except such property either from the operation of 
the will or from the operation of the residuary clause in the will in favour 
of a particular recipient, but an intention to except it from the operation 
of the will or the residuary clause as the case may be, whether the pro- 
posed recipient, in the events which happen, can take the property or not; 
there must be found in the will the intention that whether the proposed 
recipient can take the property or not it shall never fall into the general 
residue.’”’ His lordship cited Bernard v. Minshull (John. 276) and Blight v. 
Hartnoll (ubi supra), and said that a general residuary gift of personalty in 
a will swept up all personal property of which the testator might die 
possessed which, from any cause, might happen not to be otherwise 
effectually disposed of. Therefore, the ant of Kekewich, J., was 
correct, and the appeal must be dismissed.—Covunset, Warmington, QC., 
Renshaw, Q.C., and Bramley; Sir Horace Davey, QO., and Ingle Joyee. 
Sorictrors, Dunster § Chapman ; Peake, Bird, Collins, § Peake. 

[Reported by W. 8. Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law.]) 


BERNSTEIN v. BERNSTEIN, TURNER, AND SAMPSON—No. 2, 
7th August. 


Divorce — Aputrery — Conponation—DismissaL or Pertrrion—Bar 10 
Ciam vor Damaces—Costs—Divorce and Mararmonra, Causes Act, 
1857 (20 & 21 Vicr. c. 85), ss. 27-31, 33, 59. 

This was an appeal by the husband from a decision of the President of 
the Divorce Division, who dismissed his petition for a divorce, on the 
ground that he had condoned his wife’s adultery with Turner, and held 
that he was not entitled to damages as st Turner. The question 
raised was what amounts to legal condonation by a husband of his wife’s 
adultery, and whether condonation is a bar to the right of the husband to 
recover damages against the adulterer. Adultery with both co-respond- 
ents was proved at the trial, and it was aleo proved that the petitioner 
had condoned the adultery with Turner, but at the time of that condona- 
tion he did not know of the adultery with Sampson. A decree nisi was 

anted as against Sampson, and the petitioner was ordered to pay 

urner’s costs. Counsel for the appellant contended that he was entitled 
to a new trial, because the President had misdirected the jury in nob 
telling them (1) that there was no evidence of condonation of the 
adultery with 
decree nisi ; (2) in not telling the jury that Turner was not entitled to 
re | upon condonation as an answer to the claim for damages; (3) in not 
telling the jury that they must assess damages against Turner, whose 
costs the petitioner could not be y ordered to pay. It was argued 
that condonation, to be legal and effective, involved the knowledge by the 
husband of all the adulteries of the wife, with whomsoever committed, up 
to the time of the condonation; that he could not A. ge one act of 
adultery, or the adultery with one , all the facts and circumstances 

of which he well knew, avd, know ne Cente to forgive and resume 00- 

habitation with his wife, unless he also knew all her matrimonial delin- 

quencies then existing. 
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Lorzs, L.J. (who delivered the first judgment of the court), said that 
that view of condonation was not su by the statute 20 & 21 Vict. 
¢. 85. His lordship then dealt with sections 27-31 of the Act, and 
reviewed a large number of authorities, commencing with Dempster v. 
Dempster (2 Sw. & T. 438, 10 W. R. Dig. 15, 25), decided in 1861, down to 
Story v. Story (36 W. R. 190, L. R. 12 P. D. 196), decided in 1887, which 
last case he said was decided in accordance with the construction which 
he placed upon the Act of Parliament, and seemed to him to be consonant 
with the authorities, and he was told it was in harmony with the practice 
of the court. He thought the claim for damages fell with the petition. 

y. Story ought, in his judgment, to be followed, and Pomero v. Pomero 
(34 W. R. 124, L. R. 10 P. D. 174) overruled. With regard to section 51, 
he had no doubt that it conferred upon the court the power to deal with 
the costs, whether damages were claimed or not. The result was that the 
judgment of the President must be affirmed, and the appeal dismissed, 
with costs. 

Surtu, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect. 

Lixvizy, L.J., concurred in the previous judgments, and added :—A 
careful study of the various sections of the Divorce Act which bear upon 
the present appeal has convinced me that when in 1857 the Legislature 
dealt with the whole subject of divorce and adultery, Parliament not 
only abolished the old action of crim. con. (section 59), but remodelled the 
law applicable to claims for s for adultery. My reasons are as 
follows : (1) Such claims are placed wholly under the jurisdiction of the 
Divorce Court; they can only be made by petition, and the —— 
recovered are placed under the control of the court (section 33). (2) The 

petition must be served on the wife unless the court dispenses with such 
service (section 33). (3) The petition must be dismissed if the petitioner 
has been accessory to, or conniving at the adultery complained of, or has 
condoned the same (sections 29, 30, and 33). The claim for damages is, 
in my judgment, subject to all these overriding provisions. But, subject 
tothem, the claim is to be ‘‘ heard and tried on the same principles, in the 
same manner, and subject to the same or the like rules and tions ’’ 
as the old common law action for crim. con. The result is, that if a wife’s 
adultery with a particular man has been condoned, no claim for damages 
against him is now maintainable. . . . Pomero v. Pomero cannot, in 
my opinion, be supported, and ought to be distinctly overruled. Appeal 
dismissed with costs.—CounseL, Henry Kisch and H. J. Turrell; Sir 
Edward Clarke, Q.C., and Bargrave Deane. Soxtcrrors, Beyfus § Beyfus ; 
Emanuel §& Simmonds. 
[Reported by W. Suaticross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law.) 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re LOW, BLAND ». LOW—North, J., 4th August. 


RecistraTIon or Decree or Scorcx Court IN THE QugEN’s Bencu 
Drviston—CLAIM AGAINST Assets IN ADMINISTRATION AcTION—CLAU TO 
COME IN AFTER ADJsUDICATION—JUDGMENTS Exteneron Act (31 & 32 
Vier. c. 54)—Srarure or Loarations (21 Jac. 1, c. 16)—Cosrts. 


This was a motion for injunction on the part of the defendant in an 
administration action to restrain John Low, the claimant, from enforcing 
adecree or judgment given by the Court of Session in Scotland on the 
30th of May, 1893, and registered on the 22nd of July, 1893, in the 
Queen’s Bench Division, under the Extension of Judgments Act, 1868. 
The defendant was the administratrix of John Houston Low, who at the 
lime of his decease was said to have been indebted to his father, the said 
John Low, the claimant, to the amount of £941 3s. 8d. Most of the assets 
of the deceased intestate were in England, and at his death he was a 
domiciled Englishman. Ile appears, however, to have had some small 
debts or property in Scotland which enabled the claimant to commence 
proceedings against the defendant as administratrix in that country. 
While these proceedings were pending, an administration action was 
commenced by another creditor of the deceased, and an order for admin- 
istration was made by North, J., on the 20th of January, 1893. The claimant 
received formal notice to come in and prove his claim in the administration 
action. The claim was adjudicated on in chambers, and, the Statute of 
Limitations being set up by the administratrix, he was required to file 
further evidence, and on his neglecting to do so the chief clerk filed his 
certificate, in which he disallowed the claim, refusing to wait until the 
Scotch proceedings had terminated. The Scotch action was proceeded 
with. First of the claimant obtained judgment by default; subse- 
quently the administratrix obtained leave to defend on terms as to costs, and 
eventually judgment was given for the claimant for £270 and costs. This 
decree or judgment the claimant registered in the Queen’s Bench Division, 
and refused to undertake not to issue execution against the assets in the 
hands of the administratrix. By an ex parte application on the ae of 
the administratrix the decree was transferred to the Chancery Division, 
and an interim injunction was granted. On the motion for an injunction 
coming on, the matter was treated as if the claimant was seeking to prove 
in an administration action. The defendant again relied on the Statute 
of Limitations. For the claimant it was a that, as his remedy and 
not his right was barred by the Statute of Limitations, as his right was 
established by the Scotch decree, and as no creditor would be injuriously 
affected (which was admitted), he ought to be entitled to come in and 
prove. On behalf of the claimant the following cases were cited: Brown 
¥. Luke (1 De G. & 8. 144), Re Metcalfe, Hicks v. May (28 W. R. 499, 18 
_ Poe’ Greig v. Somerville (1R. & M. 338), Gillespie v. Alexander (3 

uss, ‘ 

Nonru, J., held that the claimant had no right to come in and prove, 


and that the chief clerk had acted rightly in filing his certificate before | 


the close of the Scotch action. ‘The claimant had refused to come in at 











the proper time, and he had shewn no equity to come in now. As 
however, the administratrix had entered an to and defended 
the Scotch action, he held that she must pa costs therein incurred to 
the plaintiff.—Counset, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Gatey; Swinfen Eady, 
Q.C., and F. Thompson. Soxscrrons, Harrison § Powell, for Moordaf,, 
Kington ; W. 7. Wilkinson. 


[Reported by J. Anruvur Paice, Barrister-at-Law. | 














































































Re BEAUMONT—Stirling, J., 8th August. 


Domicx—Inrant—Winowren Motusr—Szconp Marriacs—Cuance of 
Domici, or SrarraTuer. 


This was a petition upon which the question arose as to how the share 
in certain trust funds to which Catherine Beaumont was entitled under 
the marriage settlement, dated the 26th of December, 1816, of her father 
and mother, Henry and Beaumont, but su’ to her Far peace life 


5 
B 
BE 


Catherine Beaumont was born in May, 1819. H. Beaumont died in 
December, 1821, in Scotland, leaving his widow and four children him 
surviving. In November, 1834, Mrs. Beaumont married in Scotland 
David Nelson, who was then Scotch by domicil, and there was issue of 
that marriage. She had resided in Scotland from the death of her first 
husband until her second marriage, and Mr. and Mrs. Nelson and her 
children continued to live in Scotland until January, 1835, when Mr. 
Nelson came to London and was joined there by his wife and her children, 
other than Catherine Beaumont, and they acquired an ay ny domicil. 
Mrs. Nelson died in December, 1871. Catherine Beaumont from the 
time of her father’s death lived with and had been brought up at the 
expense of an aunt in Edinburgh, and only came to Eng on 
occasional visits to her mother. She ed in Scotland until 
April, 1841, when she died a spinster and intestate. The question was 
olether she had retained her Scotch domicil of , or whether it had 
been changed by the change of the domicil of mother. For the 
petitioner it was contended that Catherine Beaumont, an infant 
when her mother changed her domicil, had acquired an domicil, 
and Potinger v. Wightman (3 Mer. 67) and Ryall v. Kennedy (40 New York 
(3. C.) Reports, 347, 360) were relied on, while on the other side it was 
submitted, on the authority of Urquhart v. Butterfield (37 Ch. D. 357, 377) 
and Johnstone v. Beattie (10 Cl. & Fin. 42), that as the infant did not 
er her mother and stepfather to England her domicil was not 
altered. 

Sririno, J., after stating the facts, said that in Poti v. Wightman it 
was held that when the widow of a pereon domictlea in Gennes 
brought her children to after her husband’s death, and herse’ 
gained a domicil in England, the domicil of the children became English 
likewise. In his age oy by that case Sir W. Grant said: “‘ Here the 

uestion is whether the death of the father children under 
the care of the mother followed the domicil which the father at his 
death until they are capable of gaining one by acts of their own. 
weight of authority is certainly in favour of the former proposition. Ithas 
the sanction both of Voet and Bynkershock ; the former, however, ny: 


the proposition as thus qualified. . ° 
opinion of some jurists, that a tutor cannot change the 
upil, but he considers it is clear that the domicil of the surviving mother 
also the domicil of the children, provided it be not with a fraudulent 
view to their succession that she shifts the place of her abode. And he 
says that such fraud would be presumed if no reasonable motive could be 
assigned for the change.” That decision was treated as binding b 
House of Lords in Johnstone v. Beattie. Potinger v. Wightman was the 
authority on the oe it ~ . wy 
respects ; for in earlier case the change 
lace before pda ght yn of the widow. and the’ ahildren 
en by her from the e new | 
based his decision ers of Voet, Bynkershock, and Pothier 
would aj from the 
wer of the mother to change the domicil of her 
8g her Yr aye ak a = tee by 
Comm. 39. He says: * wever, 
hood that she could change the domic!l of her infant.”” The 
stated, but oppure only as a dictum, 
Kennedy (40 New York (8. C.) hey word 
follows that of its father. If the 
fraud, that of its mother until such 
reason of 
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the proposition that the mother of infant children who remarried ceased to 
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domicil on the part of the mother was nob to be regarded as the necessary 
consequence of a change of the mother’s domicil but as the result of the 
exercite by her of a power vested in her-for the welfare of the infants 
which in their interests she might abstain from exercising, even when she 


changed her own domicil. He agreed with the remark of Mr. Dicey in his 
book on Domicil (p. 103): ‘‘ It is reasonable to hold that the fiction which 
assigns to a woman on marriage the domicil of her husband should not be 
extended so as vecessarily to give to stepchildren the domicil of their step- 
father: but it is less easy to see why it should be held that a widow on 
remarriage loses all control over the domicil of her infant children born 
during her first marriage.’’ In the present case he thought the mother 
abstained from exercising this power. Catherine Beaumont was not left in 
Scotland for any temporary purpose such as education, but upon the 
evidence her home was there with her aunt, and not in England with her 
mother. In his lordship’s opinion, therefore. her domicil was Scotch.— 
Counset, Hastings, Q.C., and W. Higgins; Upjohn; Johnstone Edwards ; 

‘arlters Horne; Methold. Soxtcrrors, Richard Ballard; Travers, Smith, 
Braithwaite, § Robinson ; B. Lewis; Pollock § Co.; The Oficial 


J. D. 


[Reported by W. A. G. Woops, Barrister-at-Law. } 


High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
REG. v. BOLINGBROKE AND OTHERS (JUSTICES)—7th August. 
Justices —Disquairicatioxn—Jvstices ACTING IN Spgctat or Perry Szgs- 
eions—APprgEAL aGatnst Poor RatE—Jvustices RATED FOR SAME PaRIsH— 

Wueruer sucn Justices ang Disquvatirizp—6 Gro. 2, c. 18, ss. 1, 3— 

Union Assessment, &c , Act, 1864 (27 & 28 Vicr. c. 39), 8. 6. 

Rule calling on certain justices of the peace for the city of Norwich and 
Mr. Joseph Paul to shew caure why a writ of certiorari should not issue 
to remove into the High Court a certain order made by the said justices on 
the 27th day of June last, at a special sessions for hearing appeals against 
rates for the parish of Norwich, upon an appeal by the said Joseph Paul 

ta rate or assessment made for the relief of the poor of the parish. 

rule was obtained at the instance of the guardians of the poor of the 
Norwich Incorporation, and was granted on two grounds, namely (1) that 
the appeal was out of time, because it was not to the next practicable 
sessions, and (2) that the justices were disqualified as ratepayers of the 
same ish. The first ground of the rule was not now decided, although 
ouiael at leneih, and it was ultimately settled that the case should be 
heard at the sessicns without the point being taken as tu the next practic- 
able sessions for hearing the appeal. The question now decided was as to 
the ualification of the justices who heard the case by reason of their 
being ratepayers of the same parish in which the rate appealed against 
was made. By section 88 of the Norwich Incorporation Act, 1889, 
the city of Norwich was made one parish to be called the parish of 
Norwich. The Norwich Board of Guardians caused to be made a 
valuation list and supplemental lists in accordance with the statutes. 
Mr. a Paul, who is one of the justices of the peace for the 
city of Norwich, and the owner and occupier of an estate in the city, 
had his assessment increased in a supplemental valuation list, and on 
appeal this increase was confirmed by the assessment committee. There- 
upon Mr. Paul appealed to a special sessions held for the hearing of 
a st rates, and when his appeal came on for hearing objection 
was taken on behalf of the assessment committee that (1) the appeal was 
out of time, and (2) that the justices were disqualified by reason of their 
being all ratepayers of the parish of Norwich. The justices who sat to 
hear the appeal were all ratepayers of the parish, and on the objection 
being taken some retired, but the justices against whom the present rule 
was obtained remained and heard and determined the case. Both 
objections were overruled by the justices, and they heard the appeal and 
lowered the assessment. The question now was whether the justices were 
disqualified in consequence of their being ratepayers of the same parish. 
By section 1 of 16 Geo. 2, c. 18, an Act to empower justices of the peace 
to act in certain cases relating to parishes and places to the rates 
and taxes of which they are chargeable, it shall and may be lawful for 
every justice or justices of the peace to enforce the laws relating to the 
relicf, maintenance, and settlement of poor persons, &c., or to any other 
laws concerning parochial taxes, levies, or rates, notwithstanding any 
such justice or justices is or are rated or chargeable with the taxes, levies, 
or rates within any such parish affected by any such act or acts of such 
justices. In Rez v. The Justices of Essex (5 M. & 8. 513) it was held that 
justices were not disqualified from sitting as a court of appeal, under the 
poor laws, on the ground of their being rated or chargeable with the rates 
lace within which their jurisdiction is to be exercised. By 
section 6 of the Union Assessment Committee Amendment Act, 1864 
(27 & 28 Vict. c. 39), it was enacted that “‘ no justice of the peace shall be 
disqualified for acting in the determination of any a 1 against a poor 
rate at any quarter or special ressions by reason such justice being 
rated, or being liable to be rated, in some other parish in the union than 
that for which the rate appealed against is made.’’ Against the rule it 
was now contended that the justices were not disqualified; that the 16 
Geo. 2, c. 18, s. 1, was perfectly general and is in force, and that 
3 of the same Act only fl arees to appeals to quarter sessions, and 
teference to this case; that the case of Rez v. The Justices of Essex 
that there is no disqualification, and none is imposed by eection 6 
the Union Assessment, &c., Act, 1864, which does not impose any 
either in express terms or by implication. In support of 
urged that, whatever was the state of the law before the 
Act of 1864, section 6 of that Act was a disqualification in such a case as the 
present, because it provided that there should be no diequalification where 
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the justice was rated in some other parish of the union than that for 
which the rate appealed against was made, and that by implication madg 
it a disqualification if the justice were rated in the same parish—as here— 
where the rate appealed against was made. 


Cave, J.—I think we ought to say, with regard to the jurisdiction of © 


the justices, that we entertain no doubt that jurisdiction was given by 
the Act of Geo. II., and that the Act of 1864 does not take it away either 
in express terms or by implication, and, therefore, these justices Lave the 
jurisdiction which they claim to have 

Wnauicut, J.—I am of the same opinion. The only importance of the 
point is that some of the text-books on the subject seem to think there isa 
disqualification. I think that is wrong. I think that so far as 
sessions or special sessions are concerned there is no disqualification by 
reason of the justices being ratepayers of the parish. As to quarter 
sessions I give no opinion, but apart from quarter sessions it appears to 
me that the Act of Geo. II. is, and remains, general. Rule discharged 
without costs.—CounseL, Macmorran and FE. Wi’d; Poland, Q.C., and 
Pryser. Soxicrrors, Crowders § Vizard, for W. R. Cooper, Norwich ; Cross, 
Norwich. 

[Reported by Sir Suzrstow Baxer, Bart., Barrister-at-Law. | 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


ORDERS OF COURT. 
Friday, the 11th day of August, 1893. 
I, Farrer, Baron Herschell, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, do 
hereby transfer the action of ‘‘ The United States Debenture Corporation 
(Limited) v. The South American and Mexican Company (Limited) ’*— 
(1893-U—532)—from the Honourable Mr. Justice North to the Honour. 
able Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams. Herscaat1, O, 





Monday, the 14th day of August, 1893, 
I, Farrer, Baron Herschell, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, do 
hereby transfer the actions mentioned in the schedule hereto from the 
Honourable Mr. Justice Kekewich, the Honourable Mr. Justice Stirling, 
and the Honourable Mr. Justice North, to the Honourable Mr. Justice 


Vaughan Williams. 
SCHEDULE. 


Mr. Justice Kexewicu. 
Francis Graham Napier v The Clough Hall Park and Gardens Co, Id 


(1893—N—1,191) 
Mr. Justice Sriruine. 
Alfred Bull v The North Mexican Milling and Mining Co, ld, and 
Another (1892—B—6,072) 
Mr. Justice Kexewicu. 
The Securities and Properties Investment Corporation, ld, and Another 
v The Brighton Alhambra, Id (1893—S—7) 
Mr. Justice Noxru. 
Walter John Basil Cochrane v The European Newspaper and Publish- 
ing Co, ld (1893—C—1,280)_ . Herscug11, 0. 





Lew the 15th day of August, 1893. 
I, Farrer, Baron Herschell, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, do 
hereby transfer the action of ‘‘ The British Linen Company, as holders of 
a First Mortgage Debenture of the South American and Mexican Company 
(Limited) and also on behalf of themselves and all other persons, holders 
of or entitled to Five per Cent. Debentures of the South American and 
Mexican Company (Limited), to secure principal moneys not 

the aggregate sum of £400,000 v The South American and Mexican Com- 
pany (Limited) and the United States Debenture Corporation (Limited) ” 
—(1893--B—3,558)—from the Honourable Mr. Justice North to the 
Honourable Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams. Herscug1t, C. 





Ruzes or THe Supreme Covrr (Aveust), 1893, onp. 36, x. 18a. 
23rd day of August, 1893. 

In any case where it is found impracticable to give notice of trial in 
time for the first day of the Autumn or Easter Assizes respectively, at 
Manchester or Liverpool respectively, such notice shall be allowed for the 
second, third, or fourth day of such respective assizes, and in any case 
where notice could not have been given for any of those days at the 
Autumn Assize, notice may be given for the twentieth day of November 
for trial at the resumed Assizes in Manchester. 
(Signed) Henscuzt1, C. 


Esuzr, M.R. 
Epwarp E. Kay, L.J. 
F. H. Jzunz, P. 

A. L. Surrn, LJ. 
Joszrn W. Curry, J. 


LEGAL NEWS. 
CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vtion. 






Barren Frietcusr, Wruitam Joun Wonven, end Ricuaupn Asuton © 


F.ercuer, solicitors (Fletcher, Worden, & Fletcher), Southport. Aug. 16. — 
(Gazette, Aug. 18. © 


e 





‘4 













Couisnives, C.J. > 
























THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





(Vol. 37.] 733 











Aug. 26, 1893. 


GENERAL, 

In Illinois, says the Ceniral Law Journal, thére is an old law on the 
statute books to the effect that, in criminal cases, the jury is ‘‘ judge of 
the law as well as the facts.’’ Though not often quoted, once in a while a 
lawyer with a desperate case makes use of it. In this case the ju 
instructed the jury that they were to judge of thelawas well as the facts ; but 
ndded that they were not tu judge of the law unless they were fully satisfied 
that they knew more law than the judge. An outrageous verdict was brought 
in, contrary to all instructions of the court, who felt called upon to rebuke 
the jury. At last one old farmer arose. ‘‘ Jedge,’’ said he, ‘* weren’t we 
to judge the law as well as the facts?’ ‘‘ Certainly,’’ was the response ; 
“but I told y: u not to judge the law unless you were clearly sati-fied that 
you knew the law better than I did.’ ‘‘ Well, Jedge,’”’ answered the 
farmer as he shifted Lis quid, *‘ we considered that p'int.”’ 


Arrangemeute, says the Daily News, have been made for the holding of 
the court for revising the li-t of voters for Westminster by Mr. Bathurst, 
the revising barri-ter, at the Town Hall, on September 11, 12, and 13, and 
in the evening of the 13th a special sitting will be held for adjudicating 
upon the claims and objections in regard to persons who may be unable to 
attend the court during the day time. Mr. Webster will hold his court 
for St. George’s, Hanover-square, at Ebury-bridge, on September 12, and 
at Mount-street on the 14th; and for the Strand at the Town Hall, 
Charing-cross, on September 15, 16, and 18, and at St. James’, Piccadilly, 
on September 19. Evening sittings of the court will al-o be held at 
Mount-street on the 14th, and at St. James’, Piccadilly, on the 19th 
of September. 


In the House of Commons on Tuesday last Mr. Barrow asked the 
Attorney-General whether his attention had been called to the failure of 
H. R. Marks, as reported in the Standard newspaper of Thursday, the 10th 
inst., in which the official receiver (Mr. Hough) appeared to‘have said that 
about five or six weeks before the receiving order was made certain 
debentures, amounting to about £15,000, had been issued by W. Wilfred 
Head & Marks (Limited) finder which the assets of the business were 
charged in favour of the debentute-holders? how these debentures were 
disposed of, and for what consideration? whether the trade creditors, 
presuming that they had knowledge of the debtors’ intention to 
charge their security, had any lawful means of protecting them- 
selves ; and whether, with a view to increasing the safety of the position 
of creditors of limited liability companies, he would consider the advis- 
ability of introducing a Bill to provide that debenture bonds should be 
registered in the ssme way as bills of sale. The Attorney-General said :— 
“In reply to my hon. friend I know nothing of the facts except as 
appears on the paper. I cannot, therefore, express any opinion on the 
second and third branches of the question, but as to the concluding 
inquiry I think there is a great deal to be said in favour of requiring 
ishontites to be registered, and I shall consult the Lord Chancellor on 
the point.”’ 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 
A.istoxe.—Aug. 12, at Boscombe, St. Alban’s-road, Harlesden, the wife of Alfred 
Allistone, solicitor, of a son. 
Coupeck.—Aug. 7, at 47, Endlesham-road, Balham, the wife of Arthur G. Colbeck, solici- 


tor, of a daughter, 
MARRIAGES. 

Dopp—Burp.—Aug. 10, at St. James’, Shirley, Warwickshire, John Theodore Dodd, 
barrister-at-law, of 55, St. Giles, Oxford, to Ellinor Catherine, second daughter of the 
Rev. Charles Burd, vicar of Shirley. 

Ho.tper—Barnes.—Aug. 3, at the parish church of St. John-at-Hacl , Arthur Charles 
Holder, solicitor, of London, to Edith Alberta, only daughter of Wi Barnes, Esq., 
of Highbury. 

DEATHS. 


Cummixe.—Aug. 10, at Malcolm Lodge, Roupell-park, Streatham-hill, Surrey, Richard 
Cumming, formerly of 13, King-street, Cheapside, solicitor, be 99. ° ; 

Hottoway.—Aug. 11, at Egmore, Westgate-on-Sea, William Holloway, C.8.I, late one of 
the Judges of the High Court of Madras, aged 65. 








STAMMERERS of all ages, and parents of stammering children should read a book 
written by a gentleman who cured himself after ae nearly forty years. Post-free for 
thirteen stamps from Mr. B. Beas.ey, Brampton-park, Hunti , or “Sherwood,” 
Willesden-lane, Brondesbury, London. 


Wanwino To inrexprve House Punonasens & Lessers.—Before purchasing or renti 
a have the Sanit t examined b om aupert trons The 


Engineering & Ventilation Co. Meteorol , Victoria-st. 
Sitelaste® (Estab 1876). who also calsnie the Ventilation of Gffices, &c. -[Apvr.] 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Faipay, Aug. 18. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lourep m Cuancery. 


Bevronp Park Srores, Linrrep—By an order made by Vaughan Williams, J, dated A 
9, it was ordered that the gee! yates up of stores be continued. 
Amold, 1, Gresham bldgs, Basing hall st, solors for petners 
ixas Ciypacu Cotsizry Co, Limrrep—Creditors 


are zoqued. on or before Sept 23, to 
wend their names and addresses, and iculars of debts or claims, to Trevor 
coner Thomas, St "s chbrs, 


Wotrsxy & Co, Lanrep—Creditors are required, on or before to send their 
eres and addresses, and particulars of thelr debts or niese, te Willies B. Peat, 3, 


Yorxsuine Fisy, Game, axv Pountay Burriy Association, 





FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED, 

Barn Co-operative Soctery, 5, Prince’s Le Aug 14 

Oneqgnareva os Encingerixe Society, 8t "s, Newcastle 
on Tyne. Aug 

ey * sapoemyeans Sick axp Buatat Society, Christian’s Refuge Sunday-sc ool, 

r. Au 

Ivpepexpent Tota Anstinesce Srsrers or Prooress Fouspation Text Farexo.y 
Society, South M itan T ce Hall, Blackfriarsrd. Aug 14 

Resotvep to Coxquer Loposr, British United Order of Odd Felluws, Crystal Palace Inmy. 
Dalkeith st, a to Lancaster. Aug 14 

Tarcora’ Sick axp Provipext expty Society, “ Recruiting Sergeant,’’ St Michael's, 
Lincoln. Aug 14 

London Gazette.—Tuespay, Aug. 22. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIBS. 
Limrrep tm CHANcERy. 

Dowie & Hanpysipe, Limrreo—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 30, to send their 

names and addresses, pry ang tele ape Dofus rm to John Tonge, 22, Booth 
Manchester. Elliott Manches‘er, solors for liquidator 

Stayparp Casu Reoister Co, Limrrep—Creditors are —— on or before Gog off 
send their names and addresses, and particulars of debts or claims, 
Yoenhast Biches, 45, Holborn viaduct. Paddison & Cy», Abchurch yard, solors fcr 
iqui 

Wixspsor axp Erox Execrare Lieut Co, Laurrep—Creditors omeees. on. & bette 
Sept 30, to send their names and addresses, an‘ particulars of their or claims, to 
Wiliam Sevenoakes, Acre House, Windsor 








CR£DITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gaszstte.—Tursvar, Aug. 8. 
Sziwry, Capt, Cuarces Witt1am, Lowndessq Nov30 Touglin v Athetley, Stirling, J 
Hubbard, Charles st, 8t James's 


London Gazette.—Fatoay. Aug. 11. 


Sacar, Jonn Witt1am, Manchester, Fruit Preserver Sept9 Holt vy Sagar, Registrar, 
Manchester Horner & Son, Manchester 


London Gazette.—-Tursoay, Aug. 15. 
Deusen, Teese, Pee, York, Gent Sept 30 Hirst v Bolton, Kekewich,J Watson & 
oi . * 

Curxcu, James, Chapel pl, Brompton rd, Gent Sept 1 Clinch v Clinch, Registrar, Brent- 
ford Wiliam Ruston, Brentford : 

Fuzorp, a oe — hill, a py Victualler Ovt 24 Buckland v Fulford, 
Kekewick, Queen Victoria i 

Goopair, Wituam Hevay, Preston, Cotton my ie 25 Cunliffes, Brooks, & Cov 


, , Bateson, 
Honrer, James, Li Builder Sept 25 Simpson v Cooke, Registrar, Liverpool 


Mather, Li . 

Jouxsox, Witt1aM Josern, Liverpool Oct 1 Johnson v Simmons, Chitty,J Smith & 
B , Lincoln's inn fields 

ce, oe Gasnret, Pwllheli, Carnarvon, Watchmaker Oct 2 Roberts v Jones, 


tty, J 
Lewis, ea Samuvet, Lian -Nantmellan, Radnor, Farmer Oct 2 Lewis v Wil- 
son, Kekewich, J Mi E 
Banay, Dare Stratton, nr Cockermouth, Gent Oct 16 Fearon v Rapley, Kekewich, J 
Warvyery, Dawiet, Richmond, Surrey, Esq Oct 1 Roe v Watney, Stirling, J Pownall & 
Co, Staple inn, Holborn 


London Gasette.—Faivay, Aug. 18. 
Honsrreip, Joseru, Darwen, Innkeeper Sept9 Parker v Horsfield, Registrar, Preston 
Sutcliffe, Darwen ‘ 


London Gazette.—Tvuxrspar, Aug. 22, 
Davies, Eowarp, Tuebrook, ar Liverpool, Architect Sept 26 Ball vy Davies, Registrar 
Liv Quilliam, 


Liverpool 
somes ye oe Blackpool, Gent Sept 18 Hampson vy Hampson, Registrar, 


—__ 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gaselte.—Fatvay, Aug 4. 
Brert, Caro.ise, Melsksham, Wilts Sept 12 Hughes & Masterman, New Broad st 
De Barro, Chevalier Guitueamn Caxpipo Xavier, Garrick Club Sept 2 Barnard & 


Taylor, Lincoln’s inn © 
Casasamnn Lanenn Maroarerra, Winterbourne, Gloucester Sept 20 Harley, Bristol 


Cotuiss, Jouy Bexwetrt, Suaier, Wellingian, Island of Tasmania, Harbour Master Sept 
4 Murray & Co, a 
Crooxatt, Eves Jouiy, Lytham, Lancaster Sept 1 Buck & Co, Preston 


Diawert, Rosert, Arthur rl, Brixton, Gent Sept Dimmett, Antill rd, North Bow 
Fareman, James, Preston, Coal Dealer Sept 5 Willan, Preston 

Hanorx, Hexay Taomas, High st, Plumstead Sept5 Greenep, Woolwich 

Hangnisox, Cuartas Faepsrics, Cork, Esq Sept 15 Ticehurst & Sons, Cheltenham 
Hexpsason, Paratce, Dane’s inn, Strand, Gent Oct 9 Carter & Barber, Austinfriars 
Hot, Geonss, Ostiaaite, Kiberten, nr Huddersfield, out of business Aug 31 Kidd & 
“aon , Liangeler, Carmarthen, General Merchant Oct 20 Byvans 


Jongs, Denschrs, 
Kast, Mest Ske, EGE, Remy Aug 28 Cheesman, Old Serjeants’ inn, Chan- 


Lavamer, Jawes, Monkwearmouth, Durham, Draper Sept Moore & Co, Sunderland 
Lrowarp, Sanan Any, Kingston upon Hull Septi3 Bagland & Co, Hull 

Maeusy, Onazea, Gamen play Sigeave Salt Septi Tathams & Pym, Frederick's 
Maratort, Axx, wn, Charleombe, Somerset Sept 4 Gill & Nash, Bath 

Panxer, Rovert, Addington ri, Bow, Surveyor Sept i Forbes, Addington rd 


Pencevat, Anrava Paar Cuantes, King’s ri, Twickenham, Stock Broker Sept 8 
Tucker & Serle st, Lincoln's fon 
Paror Jone, Bursham, even, Grocer Ovt4 Beaumont & Bright, Maldon 


Proruenon, Bu 2 Canonuxe, Alfred pl West, South Kensington Sept 15 Minet & 





before Sept 18, to thei: adbveses, and partioalars of thew 
, On or ore r names 
or claims, to Robert Hodgson, 16, Parliament st, Hull 


Milles Heyer, Oxford, Gent Sept 2) Walsh, Oxford 



































Suaues, Joux Witsoy, Sledmere, York, Herdsman Sept 2 Iveson & West, Hull 
Sarrn, Wittiam James, Godstone, Surrey, Manager Sept 11 Aird & Hood, Brabant crt 
Srevart, Gorpox, Clayton le Moors, Lancaster, Shoe Maker Sept 11 Sharples, 


Tarmoy, Fraxces Maticpa, Bath Sept 4 Stone & Co, Bath 

Warxis, Janz, Longton, Stafford Aug 15 Robinsons, Longton 
Warts, Grorat, Yeovil, Glover Sept 1 Watts, Yeovil 

Witcox, Saran Manta, Armitage, Stafford Sept 29 Cotterell, Waleall 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Aug 8. 


Axpzrsox, Witt1AM, Gloucester Sept 16 Whitcombe & Co, Gloucester 
Bexsauix, Davip, Westbourne ter, Hyde pk, Esq Sept 18 Emanucl & Simmonds, 


circus 
Bovuttox, Gocmen, ‘Westbury on Trym, Wheelwright Oct 4 Cross, Bristol 
Brows, Frepeeicxk Sayers, Thorpe Hamlet, Norwich, Merchant Aug 31 
ies, Norwich 
East, Tuomas, ne ae Essex, Brickmaker Sept 2 
— ueen st , 
Exanp, Matipa, Leamington Sept 16 Palmer & Co, Trafalgar sq 
Gres, Exizasetu, Alnwick, Northumberland Augis Percy, Alnwick 
Harrison, Tomas, Trunton, Durham, Miner Aug2l Watson & Smith, Durham 
Hemuixcs, Txomas Bennett, Quarhouse, nr Stroud, Gent Sept 29 Mitchell & Sons, 
Stroud 


Hansells & 


Jouxsoy, Wrsum, Baron grove, Mitcham, Jeweller Sept 11 Dodd, New Broad st 
Kexyox, Ronert, Oxford st Sept 18 Heywood & Co, Manchester 
Lez, Tuomas, Barton under Needwood, Farmer Sept 20 Goodger, Burton on Trent 
Mapix, Epwanp, Chesterfield, Draper Oct 5 Harold Clark, Chesterfield 
Matrnews, Ex1za, Burton on Trent Sept 12 Beever, Manchester 
Mitiwaep, Wit11am Antuvr, Chapel en le Frith, Derby, Drysalter Sept 12 Cooper & 
Sons, hester 
Morre.t, Tom, Kingston upon Hull, Licensed Victualler Sept 20 Jacobs & Dixon, Hull 
Porstixo, Awa Mania, Lianarth, Monmouth Oct 3 Simmons & Co, Bath 


Wituiay, Lioxet Seymour, the mee Hon, Earl of Portarlington, Came, Dorset Sept 20 
Y¥ & Co, Stran 
Rostssox, Gzorce, Patricroft, Lancaster, Gent Aug 31 Peacock & Jacques, Manchester 


Rowntree, Josern, Wilberfoss, York, Farmer Sept 21 Robson, Pocklington 

Ryaer, Horatio, Abbey rd, St John’s Wood, Esq Novi Richardson & Sadler, Golden sq 
Suackieton, Axwiz, Oldham, Lancaster Sept 20 Beaumont & Mills, Oldham 

Suaw, Emma, Bardsley, nr Ashton under Lyne Sept 30 Booth, Ashton under Lyne 
Spaix, Tuomas, Sunderland, Surveyor Sept 1 Dixon & Co, Sunderland 

Stonzs, Haxyan, Chorlton cum Hardy, Manchester Sept 16 Dendy & Paterson, Man- 


chester 
London Gasette.—Faipay, Aug. 11. 
Avexayvgr, Tuomas, Chippenham, Wilts,Gent Septié6 Keary & Stokes, Chippenham 
semen Georcse Wii.1am, Hayward’s Heath, Sussex, Miller Sept 9 Nye & Treacher, 
ighton 
Bixxzar, Pruax Hucues, Dean rd, Willesden pk Sept 12 Cheesman, Old Serjeants’ 


inn 

Cazp, Hexry, Tunbridge Wells, Stonemason Sept 15 Woodard & Hood, Billiter st 

Cator, Eruisor Heatu, Eaton, Norwich Sept 30 Radcliffe & Co, Craven st, Charing 
Cross 


Cooke, Caro.ixe, Ashton under Lyne Sept 15 Whitworth, Ashton under Lyne 
CaowTarr, Harnizt, Barugh, nr Barnsley Sept 16 Horsfield, Barnsley 


Epvy, Cuanrves, Carisbrooke,I W, Clerk in Holy Orders Sept 20 Hores & Pattisson, 
in’s inn fields 
FPretcurr, Samvet, Romford, Essex, Gent Sept1i Hunt & Co, Romford 


Git, o opments, Budiaghon grdns, Chiswick, Clerk in Colonial Office Sept 29 
te hi 


Hircamax, Jonx, Fairford, Glos, Doctor of Medicine Sept 12 Iles, Fairford 
Hvones, Joxatnax, Bangor,Gent Aug 26 Gray, Bangor 
Jexxixs, Jenxix, Canwell, Weeford, Staffs, Clerk in Holy Orders Sept 20 Burton & 


ventry 
Lise, b ewer South st, Finsbury, Temperance Hotel Proprietor Uct 3 Clegg & Sons, 
Macxaoutex, Evtes Cuanr.orre, Chester sq, Pimlico Sept 29 Greening, Fenchurch st 


a Mary —— Southport Sept 16 Richard P. Cardell, 20, Fairholme rd, Gt Cros- | 
| Wavrers, 


verpool 
Taypy, + Coventry Aug3l Eades & Son, Evesham 
Peck, Many Anxe, Salisbury Sept 30 Style & Co, Liverpool 
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| Rasy, Thscanees, Grimeargh, Lancs Sept 25 Turner & Sons, Preston 
Rawp1ne, Georoe, Balderton, Notts, Farmer Sept 25 Smith, Newark 
Reity, Cuartes, Tunbridge Wells, Esq Oct 1 Wilde & Co, College Hill 

Rosensioom, Micuaet, Aberavon, Glam Sept 25 Tennant & Jones, Aberavon 


| Woopneap, Jane, Shelf, Halifax Sept 30 Jubb & Co, Halifax 


Wivxryson, Cuartes, Walsall, Solicitor Feb9 Wilkinson & Co, Walsall 
Wovmy, Wenszam, Stalybridge, Beerhouse Keeper Sept 20 Whitworth, Ashton unig, 
yne 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Aug. 15. 


| Anpersoy, Sir Janes, Queen’s gate, Kt Oct14 Dubois & Co, Pancras lane, EC; Crowdy, 


Snow & Co, Great St Thomas 
ume ~ ~> aimee Bedford, Cabinet Manufacturer’s Manager 


Arundel st, Stand 


| Be, Fy ee Cuarces, Harrogate, Esq Sept12 Jackson & Jackson, Middlesborough and 


coln’s inn fiel 
Bensamurx, Estaer, Newnham st, Goodman’s fields Sept 27 Herman, Bartholomew 


close 
Brixviey, Bensamiy, Derby, Provision Merchant Sept 6 Moody & Woolley, Derby 
sees Joun, H M Paymaster General’s Office, Whitehall, Esy Sept12 Simpson & Qo, 


oorgate st 
Sept 30 Tebbs, 


‘0 
Cottinson, Tuomas, Heworth, Yorks Sept 30 Nicholson, York 
Coorgr, Joux, Wandsworth rd, Gent Sept 23 Armstrong, Chancery lane 


| Cornconay, Anna, Bedford Sept 30 Tebbs, Bedford 
| Cozens, Jonny, St John’s Wood ter, Oilman Sept9 Garland, Queen Victoria st 
| Dixon, Harriet Sopuia, Temple Sowerby, Westmrld Sept 30 Watson & Co, Bouverig 


st, Fleet st 


Exuiorr, Tuomas Wittiam, Wisborough Green, Sussex, Yeoman Sept 29 Albery & 





Lucas, Midhurst 

ee > James Henry Wacker, Hanley, and Douglas, Isle of Man, Theatre Pro- 
prietor Sept12 Hamshaw, Hanl ey 

Fietcuer, ALBERT, Pendleton, Lancs, Dyer Sept 30 Widdowson, Manchester 

Fovutcer, Wiiuiam, M.A., Alum ag Bournemouth, Clerk in Holy Orders Sept 2 
Woodcock & Co, Bloomsbury 

GoopBaRy, JANE, Eastborough, +e Sept 8 Woodall & B: dwell, Scarborough 

Gaseraes, aon Herbert rd, South Wimbledon, Gent Sept 30 Waller & Son, Duke 
st, e) 


GrirFFiTus, ane, Elderfield rd, Clapton Park Sept 18 Sturt, Ironmonger lane 


| Harris, Jase Bice, Georgetown, Tredegar, Mon Sept 30 Shepard, Tredegar 


Howes, Curistiana Exizazetn, Clifton, Bristol Aug 31 Snaith, Boston 


a, James, Wittiam, Oxford and Bedford, Undergraduate Sept4 West & Co, 

‘annon st 

«>. -—- Homer, nr Much Wenlock, Salop, Yeoman Aug 31 Marston, 
old, Flints 


Jeans, Tuomas Marx, Worple rd, Wimbledon, Gent Novi Smith, Nicholas lane 


Lakeman, Joun Renxpexy, Lower pk fields, Putney Sept 11 Cooke, Temple chmbm, 
Templeavenue 


Lyon, Exiza, Devonshire st, Portland pl Sept 22 Saxton & Morgan, Somerset st, 
‘ortman s 


McDernorr, Teun Joszru, Gower st, MD Oct1 Duffield & Bruty, New Broad st 
MippueTox, Avbeet, 8t George’s st, Oil Merchant Sept 12 Bartrum, Old Jewry chmbrs 
Mituine, Catvert Harry, West Looe, Cornwall Sept 30 Banks & Co, Liverpool 
Moore, Jouyx Auipix, Netherhall gdos, Hampstead, Esq Aug 25 Grover & Co, Temple 


PoxsrorD, W11114M, North Audley st, Grosvenor sq, Proprietor of Clarendon Pantechnicon 
Sept 30 Crouch & Co, Lawrence lane, Cheapside 
Purticx, Witi14M, Eastbourne, Accountant Sept 29 Albery & Lucas, Midhurst 


Roseats, Evizasetu, Bangor Sept1 Hughes & Pritchard, Bangor 
Row anps, Aynz, Upper Bangor Septi Hughes & Pritchard, Bangor 


| Royps, Epuuxy Atsert Nurrat, Malvern, Esq Oct 7 Wilson & Co, Preston 


| 
| 
| 


| 
| 


RutTuervorp, Wiitiam, West Gateshead, retired Farm Steward Sept 1 Mather & Co, 
Newcastle on Tyne 
SanDALL, Epwarp James, Gt Yarmouth, Plumber Sept 13 Blyth, Norwich 


Saxps, Joux, Nuneaton, Auctioneer Sept11 Bland, Nuneaton 
Seppon, Exizapertn, Birkdale, Lancs Sept 20 Mawdsley, Southport 
Sairu, Suirn, Colne, Lancs, Gent Nov1 Baldwin & Co, Clitherve 


Symonps, Jouy AppineToy, Davos, Canton Grisons, Switzerland, Esq 
0, 


Tarratt, Cano.ixe, Cheltenham Sept 30 Neve & Co, Wolverhampton 

TownsenD, Josernu, Halifax, retired Greengrocer Sept1 Barstow & Midgley, Halifax 
Evizanets, Derby Aug 31 Silas D Potter, 5, Wilson st, Derby 

| Watson, Gzonaz, West Sunderland, Shipowner Sept 30 J & W J Robinson, Sunderland 
Wituiams, Tuomas, Bontnewydd, Carnarvon, Gent Sept1 Griffith & Allard, Llanrwst 


Oct 14 Abbot & 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
i" Menagerie 


London Gazette.—Fuipar, Aug 18. 14 Ord Aug 14 


RECEIVIN ERS. Cav m xLAND Cave Browy, York st, Jermyn st, of no | Aug5 Ord Aug 14 
Gj ORD tion HighCourt PetAugi5 Ord Aug 16 | Growrams, Feperico Soeues rd, Modeller High Court 
a, Joux, Sydenham, Kent, late Grocer Croydon Pet Craxcy, sox, taba, Dover, Plumber terbury Pet Aug | Pet Aug 14 Ord A 
ang Aug 16 14 ‘Ord Aug 14 Gairritns, + aa Kinlet, Salop, Wood Hook 
Ames, Wittiam, Bradford, Photographer Bradford Pet | Conex, Josera,and Arravr Cones, New Bond st, Cigar | er Kidderminster Pet Augi0 Ord Ang 10 ail 
Augl4 Ord Aug 14 Merchants High Court Pet Aug 16 Ord Aug 16 Hat, Lewis, ee + wee Builder 
, Witam Hever, and Cuartes Tyiter Astros, | Cocemay, 5 sees, Seana Seen, Westinaens Mon Pet Aug 14 
Wharf, Eagle Wharf rd, New North rd, Founders Shrewsbury Pet Aug4 Ord A Haruison, Joun, A athens, Metal Broker Bare 
High Court’ Pet July 31 Ord Aug 16 Court, Atrrep, Kentish . ~ aoa rd, "Enemist High Court row in Furness Pet Augi12 Ord Aug 12 
ATHERSTONE, a Derby, Hatter Derby Pet Aug 15 Pet Augi5 Ord Aug | Hanrniss, Henry, Leamington, Grocer Warwick Pet 
Ord A’ ang 36 Dexmeap, Joux Wasa, late of Kingston Seymour, ug 14 Ord Aug 14 
Barwarp, Mintam Tatnor, Gt Western Hotel, poaeion, Somerset, Farmer Bristol Pet Aug5 Ord Aug 16 Harwoop, James, and Wittiam Hanwoop, Fen Eel 
Widow High Court Pet July 22 Ord Aug 14 Drxos, Raura, Berwick upon Tweed, sant: Newcastle Knowle, Warwickshire, Farmers Birmingham 
Beit, Hanorp Feasen, Malden rd, Kentish Town. on Tyne Pet Augi6 Ord A Augi Ord Aug 15 
Licensed Victualler High Court Pet July 25 Ord | Dopsox, Farp Arxsworrn, Birken oat, Chemist Birken- | Hinxs, Joun, Chasetown, Sam, Boot Maker Walsall 
Aug 14 head Pet 16 Ord Aug 16 Pet Aug 14 Ord Au 
Bexoztow, Water, Barrow in Furness, Bookseller | Doxe, Joux, Blackpool, Joiner Preston Pet Aug3 Ord | Jones, Rexs, Abergwynth, Glam, Collier Cardiff Pet Aug 
Barrow in Furness Pet Augi6é Ord Aug 16 Aug 16 14 Ord Aug l4 
Bixxs, Wit11am, and Baxwisree Bixxs, Keighley, Yorks, | Downtxa, isthe ae Sussex, siventannges Tunbridge | Kemp, Frepenicx, Queen’s rd, nr Winchester, Builder 
Merchants Bradford Pet July3i OrdAugii | Well’ Pet Ord A | Winchester Pet Aug 15 Ord Aug 16 
Braxix, Wit11am Deomuons, Cradley Heath, Staffs, Grocer | Fixcn, Crant .. tlh Du = Fender Manufacturer | Kexpnew, Bexsamin, Chester le Street, eo Durham, Farm ~ 
Pet Augii Ord Aug 11 Dudley Pet July 28 Ord Aug s | Hind Durham Pet Augi5 Ord Aug 15 il 
Biezagv, Tnonas, Ulverston, Hosier Ulverston Pet | Froop, Georoe Wiittam, Albert rd, Peckham, Licensed Layrox, Joux, Birmingham, (omenlaston Agent Bir 3 
Augi2 Ord Aug 12 Victualler High Court Pet Aug15 Ord Aug 15 mingham Pet Augl5 Ord Aug 15 - 





| Bostock, James Witxuias, 
Proprietor Hig 


p Mietasten, Tailor Mane 
Aug 14 
orton 5 Stock Broker High 


Stoke Ne m rd, late | Gitsert, Seas, Segre 
Court Pet chester Pet A’ 


| Gittpanxs, Harry, 
Court Pet 
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———— 
s, WitLiam, and Samven Waker, Loi Staffs. 

Ta"Erthenware Manufacturers Hanley, Ba rslem, and 
Tunstall Pet July 21 Lord. Aug 15 

Sustix, Revsey, Burrough on the Hill, —y Ale Mer- 
chant Leicester eg 15 Ord Aug 15 

Mayo, Gzonae, Eastlei “pest Bootmaker Southamp- 
ton Pet Aug 15 Aug 15 

Mooanouse, Samvuet, and Arruvus Moornovss, Paddock, 
Huddersfield, a Spinners Huddersfield Pet Aug 
10 Ord Aug 1 

Over, SAMUEL, Dendford, Roller Coverer Bradford Pet 

ug 16 Ord Aug 16 
Pie, mary, Resting, Commercial Clerk Reading Pet 
Aug9 Ord Aug 9 

Parron, paige aay Morriston, Swansea, Labourer Swan- 
sea Pet Augi5 Ord Aug 15 

lag Gerorcz, Kirbymoorside, Le Butcher 
Northallerton Pet Augi5 Ord Aug 15 

Savacr, Witi1am Josern, March, Cambs, Toy Dealer 
Peterborough Pet Aug 14 Ord Aug 14 

Seat, Witt1aM, Birmingham, Diamond Mounter Bir- 

. ‘mingham Pet Aug15 Ord Aug 15 

Sovomons, Jutius, Mansell st, Aldgate, Hat Manufacturer 
High Court Pet Aug16 Ord Aug 16 


SreaD, a ie Bradford, Commission Wool Comber 
Bradford 


“Pet Augié Ord Aug 16 


Srewart, Georce Cuarces, Salmons lane, Limehouse, 
General Dealer High Court Pet Aug 14 Ord Aug 
4 

Tayior, Joun meen, Seek, Professor of Natural 
Science Ipswich tAugi5 Ord Aug 15 


Tixpatit, Gzonce Antuur, Heage, Derbyshire, Clerk in 
Holy Orders Derby PetAug 15 Ord Aug 15 

Tupaty, Sara Ann, and Frances Exvizapetu Tinpaun, 
Heage, oe Colliery Proprietors Derby Pet 
Aug 15 Ord Aug 15 

Tornam, Water, Somercotes, Alfreton, Derbyshire, 
Tailor Derby Pet Aug15 Ord Aug 15 

Wuattzx, Geornce Henry, Ramsbottom, Lancs, Iron- 
monger Bolton Pet Augi5 Ord Aug 15 


Wuiraker, Cuances, Standon, Herts, Builder Hertford 
Pet Aug15 Ord Aug 15 

Wintte, Joun ‘cape, —_— Glos, Grocer Bristol 
Pet Aug15 Ord foe Br 

Woops, Henry, Pe eld, Hants, Builder Portsmouth 
Pet July 31 Ord Aug 10 

Wrartt, Frank, Sutton, Surrey, Builder Croydon Pet 
June 30 Ord Aug 15 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Apranaus, Cuaries, Buckingham st, Strand, Managing 
Director to a Public J aecaaed Aug 25at11 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey 

ALEXANDER, JOHN, Oa a rd, Grocer Aug 28 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 

Augs, WILLIAM Bradford. Sn Aug 39 at 11 
Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

ARCHER, Emity, Dorset rd, Clapham rd, Brewer, Widow 
Aug 23 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Asunorz, Joseru, Barnard Uastle, co Durham, Mineral 
Water Manufacturer Aug 30 at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert 
rd, Middlesborough 

Arxixsox, Frank ‘RENHOLM, Darlington, Brickmaker 

atil North Eastern Hotel, Darlington 

Binxs, sg nbobot and Bannister Bixns, late of Keighley, 

Yorks, Hay Merchants Aug 29 at 11 Off Rec, 31, 
Manor row, Bradford 

Buatzy, Jacop Joan, Polmellet, Feock, Cornwall, Barge- 
man Aug 26 at 12.30 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

Cumyatt, Astraur Epwanrp, Claremont rd, Highgate, 
Traveller Aug 29 at 11 ee * bldgs, Care 

Coreman, Water, Cross ouses, Salop, Workhouse 
Master Aug 26 at 11 Off Rec, Talbot chmbrs, Shrews- 


Davina, Tuomas, Pontlottyn, Glam, Builder Aug 26 at 12 
Ree, 65, High st, Merthyr Tya fil 

De vy hy Palmerston bldgs, Commission Agent Aug 25 at 
1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Epwagps, Jouy, Col lwyn Bay, Denbighshire, Butcher Aug 
25at 3.15 Imperial Hotel, Colwyn Bay 

Eoay, Janes, Oxford, Cab Proprietor Aug 26at12 1, 8t 
Aldate’s, Oxford 

Fiercuer, Fraeperick Wrywie, Cockermouth, Cumbrid, 
Jeweller Aug 28at3 Court house, © ‘ockermouth 

Gitsert, Sauver, Strangeways, Manchester, Tailor Aug 
2% at3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Gov.p, ck 2 South st, Epsom, Clerk in the employ of 
a W Ry Co Aug 2 atl Bankruptcy bi lags, 

st 


ys 

Gaecory, Farpericx Hewry, Ceo, China Dealer 
Aug 25at 3 County Court bidgs, Cheltenham 

Haxaison, Joun, late of Barrow in ess, Metal Broker 
Aug 26 at 11 16 Cornwallis st, Barrow in Furness 

Hanriey, Eowix, Castleford, Yorks, Egg Factor Aug 25 
atll Off Ree, Bond ter, Wakefield 

Hxarn, Joux, Liddington, Wilts, Farmer Aug 31 at 12 
Off Rec, 32, High st, Swindon 

Herworrn, WALTER, Cudworth, Yorks, Grocer Aug 29 at 
11.15 Off Reo, 8, Back Regent st, Barnsley 

Hickman, Heyry, Wolyerhampton, CGomumiaien Agent 
Aug 26at11 Off Rec, Wolverham 

Hituer, Wi.t1am Isaac, Sheffield, Clerk in Holy Orders 
Aug 2at3 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

Hotes, Simxon O., 8t James’s Wharf, Caledonian road, 
King’s Cross, Coal Merchant Aug 28 at 1 Bankruptcy | 
bldgs, Carey st 

Howcuiy, Reomaap Epwanrp, Leamington, Schoolmaster 
Aug 28 at 11 Off Reo, 17, Hertford st, ord st, Coventry | 

Huiaur, Ropert Fraycis, Leicester, ufac- 
turer Aug 28 at 12.30 Off Reo, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

Jackson, Gronos, rr —_, CF W. . 
Farmer Aug 25 at 11.45 Wynnstay it 

KErur, Fusvenicx, Queen’s rd, Winchesten Baildcr Aug 
Bats Off Reo, 4, East st, Southampt pton 


Les, Cuartes ALFrep, Tottenham, Boot Dealer 
“aug 98 at 3 Or heros chambers, Temple 


avenue - 

ManssRipGeE, Zoene cone we West Brighton, Grocer Aug 
29at12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Mims Gucere Eastleigh, 1 Bootmakers Aug 29 at 

ff Rec, 4, East st, a 

Pao Pasi Oldham, Traveller Aug 2%at il Off 
Bank chmbrs, Queen st, Oldham : 

oem | was Leeds, Musical Instrument Dealer Aug 
25 at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Pin a Samvet, and Arruur Moornovsr, Paddock, 
Hu i re Ang Aug 28 at 3 Off Rec, 6’ 
Queen st, H d 

Presce, Henry, Bel 
Butcher 


lbroughton, nr S*ourbri: Wores, 
Aug 28 at 10.30 Off Rec, 45, Con ethanes st, 
Worcester 


Parrcuarp, Joun Owey Giang: wryfa, Carnarvon, Gent 
Aug 28 at 4 ‘Prince of Wi Wales Hotel, Carnarvon 

Bav same Wiu1am Josern, March, Isle of Ely, Toy poanee 

Aug 29 at12 Law Courts, New rd, Pp yroug’ 
—— Geonast, Deodar rd, Putney Aug 25 7: 11.30 
4, Railway app, London Bridge 

Pathe Morris, Moss Side, Manchester, formerly Master 

Tailor Aug 25 at 3. 15 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, 


Sumner, Mattuew Henry, Claremont * Forest Gate Aug 
25at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
To, on eae, a, & Builder’s Foreman Aug 
Sanat lon Jenxix, Swansea, Commission Agent 
Aug 25at 10.30 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
~—— re eho he Dank bid Hastings - 
2ati2 You " 
Waastlon Wituian, ikton on Tees, Weloioeseer Aug 
30 at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert st, Middlesborough 
Warwrs, James, ‘Tunstall, Staifs, Boot Maker Aug 28 
at 11.15 Of Rec, Newcastle wwier Lyme 
Wetpox, Taomas James, Dennington parace, West 
Ha Fruiterer Aug 28 at 11 P"Rentnustey 
bldgs, Carey st 
Waasaee, Georce Henry, Ramsbottom, MN Iron- 
monger a 25 at 1030 16, Wood 
Sadi a = 2 at 
Rec, 14, Ch apel st, Preston 


vee ag rw 

2. 

The following amended notice is substituted om on pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of August 15 


Bare, Cuar.es, Shepreth, Cambs, Miller Aug 25 at 12 
ff Rec, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge os 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


A.stox, Jonn Henry, Accrington, Wheelwright Black- 
burn Pet June26 Ord Aug 16 
Aum Rant Bradford, Faclegrepher Bradford Pet 
Aug 12 Ord Aug 14 
Anprew, James Georcz, Quorndon, Leics, Chartered Ac- 
countant Leicester a sane 16 Ord Aug 15 
Arc ie Emity, Dorset rd, Clapham rd, Brewer, Widow 
Court Pet Aug 4 on ang 
Banas Epwanrp eres, ildenhall, Suffolk, 
ine Merchant Bury St Edmunds Pet July 24 Ord 


Qug 16 
Becuer, Trevor Geonas, and Teevor Str. Jouyn Becuer, 
B8trea' Cocoa Nut Mat Daan erg: 
Wandsworth Pet June 28 Ord Aug 12 
ee Witiiax fame pe yy t Heath, Staffs, Grocer 
—y Pet A "it Ord Aug 12 
Buszano, Pk yy sag lverston, Hosier Ulverston Pet Aug 


pice ge Nini ent 5 - a late 


Travelli 
Aug 14 Ord Aug 14 

Ciayc gre Dover, Plumber Soren: Pet Aug 
l4 ug 14 

Coorser, Joun, Huddlestone rd, yrs Commercial 


Traveller High Court Pet A os 
Corrrett, Henry Groras, Brixton hill High Court Pet 


Marill Ord Aug a 

Dawson, CHARLEs, Staffs, Photographer 
Walsall Pet May fi it ocd Sly 31 

Dixox, Raura, Berwick upon Treed, my ee New- 

eon Tyne Pet Augié Ord Aug 16 

Giceert, Samvet, § Sa angi Tailor Man- 
chester Pet A’ 0: 

a, Kinlot, Sie, png Paes 

A Ord A’ 


H Le Builder 

. WI A 

‘ a en 14 ‘Ord Rag J emport, 

mS Joux, Broad st Account- 
Court Pet 


ge zry 
ant gate 23 “Ord Aug l4 
Haraison, Jony, late of Barrow in Furness, en Broker 
Barrow in Furness Pet A: Mg Ord A 
Hinks, y rane BI Chasetown, Boot Maker 
Pet A Ord Aug 14 
Hopasox, oA, Ell ae Boiler Maker Halifax 
Lg Ord Aug 1 : 
Jonzs, Rexs, A » Glam, Collier Cardiff Pet Aug 
14 Ord Augl 


Joxgs, Wittiam Epowarp, Bristol, Surveyor Bristol Pet 
aa? Aug 12 

Kemp, eRIcK, Queen's rd, nr Wischasten, Builder 
Winchester Pet Aug 15 Ord A 


Gairritas, Osmoxp, 3 


Kenprew, Bex amin, Chester le + Durham, Farm 
Pet Aug15 Ord ‘Aug 15 
Layton, Jomx, ene Agent Bir- 


Mark, Henry oes + Fleet ln, On: oid Beer, Printer High 
Court July 21 Ord Aug 12 


Martow, Epwarp, Staffs, Glass Merchant's 
Pet Jan 19 Ord 8 
Manrtis, EN, Hill, Leics, Ale Mer- 





Aug 15 
Mayo, Grore Bootmaker South- 
‘ee th eee 


Moornovuss, Samvev, and Arraur Paddock, 
10 Ord Aug 15 


Morusy, Jouy Merchant 
"heme Pot March 17 Ord ‘Ace 16 16 wisn Reek 


Muze, Martix Hisense, Coleen. - ~s "cae Glam, 


cas Samvev, Bradford, Roller Coverer , Pet _ 
Augié Ord Aug 16 


Ovrram, Cotix sine late Caledonian rd, late Licensed 
Victualler tt Pet July 3 pt a OG 


Owes, ag A James, yey ‘aioe 


ae uy, > Resting, Commercial Clerk ee Pet 
ug 

sina Wencie, Morriston, Swansea, Labourer Swan- 

sea Pet ‘Aug | 15 Ord Aug 15 


Percu, C and Henry Percivar Cayer, Well 
Cripplegate, Mantle Manufacturers High Court Pet 
J Ord Aug 12 
Ravourrs, Arraur Hexry Waicut, Handsworth, Staffs» 
Engineer Birmingham Pet March3 Ord March 3 
Roserts, Witt1am Exxest, Small Heath, Wa 
Merchant 


Birmingham Pet A 1 
Aug 15 vide 


Rostxsoxy, Georcs, Kirbymoorside, Yorks, Butcher 
Northallerton Pet Aug 14 Ord Aug 15 


Savace, WituiaM Nery te bs, Toy Dealer 
Peterborough Pet Fg ~ Poms ti 


Spzicut, Josera rs. Blackpool, Cabinet Maker 
Preston Pet July 27 Ord Aug 16 


Sware, WituiamM, wae, Fishmonger Halifax Pet 
July 31 Ord Aug 


TayLor, — + oat pagers, Leicester, Tailor 
Leicester Pet July 22 * Ord ug 15 

Tayior, Joux, Trowbridge, Wilts, Builder Bath Pet 
July 24 Ord Aug 14 

Tornam, Watter, Somercotes, Alfreton, Derbyshire, Tailor 

"Derby Pet Aug 15 Ord Aug 15 


Wexvox, Tuomas James, Dennington West 
Hampstead, Frui terer ‘High Court Pet Aug it Ord 
ug 


Wuatuizy, George Henry, Ramsbottom, Lancs, Iron- 
monger Bolton Pet Aug 14 Ord Aug 15 


Vara CHARLES, 5 Herts, Builder Hertford 


15 Ord ‘Aug 15 : 
Witey, Gores, Leicester, Fruit Salesman Leicester 
Pet Aug Ord Aug 15 


Wixytie, Joux Atraep, ee, Glos, Grocer Bristol 
Pet Augi5 Ord Aug 15 


London Gasette—Turspay, Aug 22. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Atpgersox, Witt1am Kwiour, York, Grocer York Pet 
1 8 


: 


Aug 12 
Baysatt, Epuuxp, Clay pneien, Joiner 
Chesterfield Pet Aug i; Ord A’ 
BapracLouGn, Frepsrick, paar Toots, Grocer 
Pet Aug 19 Ord A 


ug 19 

Baremax, Antaur Hewry, Greenwich, Emery Wheel 
Manufacturer Greenwich Pet May26 Ord Aug 17 

sas setr bed ae Marston, Wilts, Farmer Swindon 

Ane liner 17 
Cook, f, Aste, Milliner Dewsbury seep 14 
ug 1 

Cross, JAMES or), Eirianf len, Denbighshire, 

oa Ja (ad ay Pet Aug 8 Ord Aug 19 19 

a ~ soe, Seen, EO Pet 

~ v~ Py Upholsterer Nor- 

Ev —~ me ernest, Guin, Butcher Cardiff Pet 


ug Aug 17 
Evan Dave, ime house K 
8, hi Fre | eeper High 


Evans, Bee Dytrya, Merioneth, Draper's 
Himes, Augié Ord Aug 16 
Ger oS aaah Mees Waste Dealer Huddersfield 
Hearcy, tt te former] ’s rd, Domiciled English- 
man High Court Set Jule 3 Ord Aug 18 

uanenst. Anzruur, Trowbridge, Ashton, Wilts, Builder 
Bath Pet 19 Ord Ane 

Hittox, Tuomas, Oldham Pet Aug 19 
Ord Aug 19 


Pieter 


Epwarps, Saves 
wich Pet 


Be, 





Ispett, Heven Hanarer, Sa, Boarding 
keeper Worcester Pet 18 Ord Aug 18 
Jounsoy — Pans a Greengrocer 

Pet Aug 18 Ord Aug 18 


Jonns, Winctan =pemee. o Ord Aug , Insurance Agent 
Lewis, Joux Clydach Hams Glam, 
Builder 





Panxes, Groror, W 


M Many Axs, Derunport Boot Sale 
“eonahouse wags 18 
hampton Pet Aug 16 

P. Davip 

arrripar, Da “Fuomas, ae \~ 
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Sreap, Wi1114M James, Leeds, Coal Merchant Leeds Pet | 
Augi8 Ord A 


18 
Tuomas, Jonx town, Waunllaneucha, Newchurch, Care | | 
marthenshire Carmarth: 


, Farmer en Pet Aug 19 Ord 
Aug 19 
Tavpssmsze Goprrey Joz, Pietherham, Solicitor’s Clerk 
Pet Aug 18 Ord Aug 18 
7 aa Jos, Fasley, Glos, Carpenter Gloucester Pet 
18 
Swans’ fate nanos zn, Moulsham, Chelmsford, Coal 
Dealer Chelmsfori Pet Augi6é Ord Aug 16 
Vaxasies, Frevericx, Barnet, Herts, Auctioneer Barnet 
Pet Augi7 Ord Aug 23 
Consett, Durham, House Furnisher 
e Pet Angi Ord Aug 17 
.O., St. Martin’s le Grand, Clerk in 
Department High Court Pet July 3 Ord 


Weaver, Cnarves, 
ont 
Wruuass, W., 
Lutalltgense D 


Aug 18 
Wis, Atrrep, Landport, Solicitor Portsmouth Pet Aug 
1 Ord Aug 17 


Coal Merchant 


ug 
Youye, Cuaries, Whitchurch, Hants, 
Salisbury Pet Augi7 Ord Augi7 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Apgrsox, Wittiam Kxetent, York, Grocer 
11.30 Off Rec, York 

Arrrett, Haney ‘Josnrn, East Grinstead, Sussex. Fish- 
monger Aug 31 at 1230 24, Railway app, London 


Bort, Frepericx Witty, Stechford, Wores, Coal Mer- 
chant Aug 3lati1i 23, Colmore row, Birningham 
Cuaxcy, Tuomas, Dover, Plumber Sept 1 at 11.30 Of 

Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 
Copp, Wiitas, Haverfordwest, Boot Dealer Aug 29 at 11 
Rec, 11, Quay st, Carmarthen 
CRACKNELL, Euiza, Bradfield, Essex, Beerhouse Keeper 
Aug 31 at 12 36, Princes st, Ipswich 
Dick, Cuantes Grorce Corsrorp, Scottish Club, Dover st, 
Piccadilly Sept 6 at 12 3ankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Fe.oatre, Doveras Lecxy, Baker st, Portman sq, Club 
Aug 31 at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey s‘ 
Forster, Groner, Gateshead, Provision Dealer Aug 31 at 
ll Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 
Faencu, Epwix, and Wiriiam Ross, Colts yard, 
’s rd, Old Ford, Jobmasters Aug 31 
Bankru; 


bldgs, Carey st 
Fropsuam, Heyay Hervert, Bedford. Watchmaker 
30at3 Off Rec, St Paul’s sq, Bedford 
Grsayxs, Haney, Throgmorton st, Stock Broker 
30at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Gopsy, Cartes Vixcest, Petersham, Surrey, School- 
master Sept 1 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London 


Aug 31 at 


8t. 
at 11 


Aug 


Aug 


Goopcaitp, Grorcz Cuartes, Balaam_ st, Plaistow, 
Plumber Aug 30 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Govett, Joux, Basinghall st, Agent Sept 1 at 11 Bank- 
ruptey bidgs, Carey st 

Heatu, Axtuoxy Cuanves, Enborne, Berks, no occupation 
Aug 3lat3 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 

ae 4 Hewey, mington, Grocer Aug 29ati1 Off 

7, Hertford st, Coventry 

Isai, oo. Wilson rd, Camberwell, retired Indian 
Civil Servant Sept4atli Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Ixotz, Tuomas, Queen st, Cannon st, Solicitor Sept 4 at 12 

ha a Carey st 

Joxzs, Jons, e Farm, nr Onllwyn, Glam, Farmer 
Aug 29 at 12 ff Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Kesxrisn, Joux, Hatfield, Herts, Beer Retailer Aug 31 at 
12 9%, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 

Lerurxo Baan, Liverpool, Tobacconist Aug 30 at : 
Off Bec, 35, Victoria st. Liverpool 

eae Rec rx, Burrough on the Hill, Leics, Ale Mer- 

chant Aug 29 at 12.30 Off Rec, #4, Friar lane, 


Jarrow, co Durham, Cart- 


Manztix, Tuomas Ancuiparn, 
Off Rec, Pink lane, New- 


Aug 31 at 10.20 


on Tyne 
Mezettt, Joseru, TunLridge Wells, Newspaper Proprietor 
Aug 31 at1120 24, Railway approach, London Bridge 
Moxais, Hexey, Cl ynderwen, Liandyssilio, Carmarthen- 
Draper Aug ®#atil Off Rec, Ogden's chutbrs, 

st, Manchester 

Mvxnzo, gT1x Mvevocx, Cadoxton juxta Barry, Glam, 
Aug 30 at 11.30 Off Rec, 20, Queen st, Car- 


Oppr, Sauvet, Bradford, Roller Coverer Ang 31 at 11 
Off Rec, 31, Manor rd, Bradford 

Osucxp, Cuagtes Atexaxoen, Hungerford, Berks, 
; Aug %) at 12% Three Swans Hotel, 


Pastizy, Drxox Taorrz, Linco!n, Painter 
12.20 oso, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 


Inn- 
Hunger- 


Aug 21 a 


Regs, Davin, Ree, SS Glam, Draper Aug 30 at 12 
Off Rec, 39, Queen st, Cardiff 

Rouxp, AL¥rep, Oldbury, ee eetaee Aug 23 at 10.45 
County Court, West Brom 

Srexce, Witttam, Heathfield betes, Chiswick, Com- | 
mercial Clerk Aug 29 at 3 95, Temple chmbrs, | 

8 ——_ —_ na a Fhowist | = 

WAN, EMILY ENN, Froggett ge, hire, 0 
rs. fn 2 Law Society’s Room, 45, k st, Shef- | 
fi 


Tayior, Joux Ex.or, Ipswich, Professor - Natural | 
Science Aug 3lati11_ 36, Princes st, Ips 
Tuortey, Janes, Birmingham, Butcher Mag 90 at 11 23, 
Colmore row, a as 
Tornam, Water, Somercotes, veto, Destine, Tailor | 
Aug 2 at 12 Off Rec, “Yn mbrs, Derby 
Watxer, Josern, Tofthill, nr Bishop Auckland, General 
Dealer Aug 30 at 3 Or Ree, 25. John st, Sunderland 
Watroys, Joux Henry, Sparkbrook, Birmingham, Batcher’s | 
Manager Bept 5 at 11 23, Colmore row, Birmin 
Wauire, Isaac, Pontard ulais. Pandilo, Talybont, Licensed 
Victualler’ hue 50 tif 12° Off Ree, 31, exander road, 
Swansea 
Ware, Grorce Fexwicx Giapsroxe, Windsor, Berks, 
Lieutenant in 1st Dr goon Guards Aug 29 at 4 95, 
Temple chmbra, Temple avenue | 
Wisox, W., Richmond, Surrey, Builder Aug 30 at 11.30 | 
24, R ailway approach, London Brid, ige 
Woops, Heyry, Petersfield, Hants, Builder Aug 29 at 3.30 
Off Ree, Cambridge J unction, High st, Portsmouth | 
| 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

Atpersox, WILLIAM gprs York, Grocer 
Augi18 Ord Aug18 

Arrrett, Harry Josern, East Grinstead, Sussex, Fish- | 
monger Tunbridge Wells Pet Aug 10 Ord Aug 17 

Baysatt, Epucwp, Clay Cross, Derbyshire, Joiner Chester- | 
field Pet Augi4 Ord Augi7 | 

Barractoven, Frepericx, Hunslet, Leeds, Grocer Leeds 
Pet Aug19 Ord Aug 19 

Boutt, James, Swanage, Dorset, Saddler Poole Pet Aug 
11 Ord Aug 16 

Burcu, Evizavern M., Ashford, Kent, Spinster 
bury Pet July3 Ord Aug i4 

Cavs, Rotaxp Cave Brows, York st, Jermyn st, no occu- 
pation High Court Pet Augi15 Ord Aug 16 

Davies, Joux, Oswestry, Salop, Grocer. Wrexham Pet 
Augi7 Ord Aug 17 

Bow asme, Georce Rosert, late of alone Upholsterer 

Norwich Pet Augi9 Ord fas % 

Evaws, Evan Herser, Dyffry Merioneth, Draper’s 
Manager Aberystwith Pet Aug 16 Ord Aut 16 

Fartey, Sipyey Herssrt, Shoeburyness, Essex, Iron- | 
monger Chelmsford Pet July 10 Ord. Aug 16 

Fioov, Georce Wiitram, Albert rd, Peckham, Licensed 
Victualler High Court ‘Pet Aug 15 Ord Aug 18 

Gee. Wittram, Huddersfield, Waste Dealer Wuddersficld 
Pet Augi8 Ord Aug 18 

Giustis1, Fepenico, Goswell rd, Modeller High Court 
Pet Augi1i Ord Aug 18 

Hartiss, Hexry, Leamington, Grocer Warwick Pet Aug 
14 Ord Aug 17 

Hittoy, Tuomas, Oldham, Plumber Oldham Pet Aug 19 
Ord Aug 19 

Howcurs, Ricnarp Epwanp. I 
Warwick PetAugill Ord Aug 14 

Isnett, Herzen Hararet, Droitwich, Boarding house 
Keeper Worcester Pet Aug 18 Ord Aug 18 

Jouxson, Sau, Lower oe Leeds, Greengrocer 


Pet Augi18 Ord Aug 

Lewis, Jous, Clydach Vale, Rhondda Valley, 
Builder Pontypridd Pet Augi9 Ord Aug 19 

Mazxs, Goprrey, Goulston st, Aldgate High Court Pet 
July 18 Ord Aug 17 

Mantis, Taomas, Birmingham, Plane Manufacturer Bir- | 
mingham Pet Aug4 Ord Aug 19 

Pexrose, James Doyie, Grorcz Penrose, and Rovegr 
Witiias Pessose, Eldon st, Flour Merchants High 
Court Pet July 14 Ord end 17 | 

Pitxixertox, Fraycis, Redhill st, roy st, Iron Merchant | 
High Court Pet Feb 22 Ord Aug l¢ 

Pairstitey, Dixon Tuorrz, Lincoln, Painter 
Pet Augi7 Ord Augi7 

Rarssow, Watrer, Brookfields, Birmingham, Builder 
Birmingham Pet Augi7 Ord Aug18 

tenreco, Cnaries Jutivs, Red Lion st, Holborn, Wat-h- 

maker High Court Pet July 3 bra Aug 16 

Smuaices, James, itesmith Leeds Pet Aug 19 
Ord Aug 19 

Sreap, Jutics, Bradford, Commission Wool Comber Brad- 
ford Pet Augi6 Ord anahe 9 


York Pet 


Canter- | 


Schanl at 





gton, 


Leeds 


Glam, 


Lincoln | 


O 


| tons register, 3,000 h.p. +s will ie ane Lonpon on 


Sreap, Wittiam James, Leeds, Coal ‘Merchant 
Pet Aug 18 Ord Aug 18 

Taogease. see Goprrey Jor, 
Sheffield Pet Aug 18 Ord A 

Youne, ots Whitch ins Coal 
Salisbury Pet Aug15 Ord Aug 17 





All letters intended for yuiliediiie in a 
“Solicitor? Journal” must be a . 
by the name of the writer. 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring | 
Journal with regularity, it is requested 
application be made direct to the Publi 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and F 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in i 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxrorrors’ JourNAR, 
26s. Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volumes boum 
at the ofice—cloth, 2s. 9d., halt law 
5s. 6d. 





ORTGAGES. —Required, £700 on 
holds at Beckenham at 4}, - f- 300, on Free! 
at Norwood at 4 per cent. le oes a 
agents.—Address R., “ Solicitors’ Jouteal, ” 27, Chancerps 
lane, London. 





RIENT COMPANY’S YACHTIN 
CRUISES. The steamship “GARONN 


mt 


November, for 8 05 dae’ eruiee 
To MADEIRA Monee ee WEST INDIES, 


ZO 
Fitted with electric light, electric bells, hot and 
F. Green & Co. 
Head Offices, Fenely 
—— Aner. avenue, 


Co. 
to the latter firm at 5, Fenchy 
¢ West-end branch office, 16, G 


| baths, &c. 


For partloulers appl 
avenue, E.C.; or to 


— 8.W. 


OOKS BOUGHT. —To Executor, & Sol 
tors, &c.—HENRY SOTHERAN & CO., 4 
Strand, and 37, Piccadilly, PURCHASE LIB 
smaller collections of in town or rane 
utmost value in cash; also value for PRO 
perienced weee promptly sent. Ls ger 4 without t 


er expense sellers. i 1816. 
Address Books = use, Unicode. 





EDE AND SON, 


ROBE Sets MAK 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


| To Her sui bd e Lord nn Se wat of 


—— of % 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRIS 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, 
Clerks, and Clerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Ge 
ESTABLISHED 1699. 


vine CHANCERY LANE, LON 





as]. asas. 


THE GRESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, ‘LIMITED 


ST. MILDRED’S HOUSE, POULTRY, LONDON, E.C. 
WEST END BRANCH—2, WATERLOO PLACE, 8.W. , 


TOTAL PAYMENTS UNDER POLICIES oe tee a on 


ASSETS EXCEED 
ANNUAL INCOME 





—— 


£11,000,000 
5,000,000 
913,602 


GZ” THERE is NOTHING DESIRABLE In LIFE ASS SURAN "i which the SOCIETY does not FURNISH CHEAPLY, INTELLIGIBLY, and PROFIT. 


RWPoltticies Indisputabie 


Rates fixed on the most favourable terms 
THOMAS G. ACKLAND, F. . A., ¥.6.8., Actuary and Manager 


AMES H. SCOIT, 8 


Annuities cf all kinds granted, 


dA 


attezr S&S Weazxs. 
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